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Abstract
Sexual aggression (SA) is a serious social problem that has been linked to a variety of
negative physical and mental health outcomes for survivors and produces significant monetary
costs to society. In the past five decades, a wealth of research has improved our understanding of
the individual and sociocultural factors that contribute to SA perpetration; however,
epistemological differences in theoretical approaches to the subject (i.e., evolutionary, feminist)
have resulted in gaps in the empirical literature. Informed by both feminist and evolutionary
perspectives, this study attempts to examine the ways in which same-gender interpersonal
interactions and individual psychopathology interact to produce SA behavior, assessed using a
laboratory analog, among heterosexual cismale undergraduate students. Specifically, I sought to
test a model in which psychopathic traits moderate relationships between change in inter-male
social status (i.e., win or loss in a competition with another man) and SA perpetration. Results
suggest multiple pathways to SA perpetration, with the strongest evidence suggesting that
persons high in interpersonal-affective psychopathic traits are more likely to engage in SA
following a competition win. Results are discussed in the context of both feminist and
evolutionary theories of SA, and emphasize the importance of both individual-level variables and
interpersonal social contexts in shaping SA behavior.

v

Introduction

Sexual aggression (SA) is a broad umbrella construct behaviorally defined as a
constellation of verbal and nonverbal behaviors used to force unwanted sexual contact or
sexualized interaction on a non-consenting partner. SA is a serious social problem with a host of
negative outcomes for both victims and perpetrators. These include severe physical and mental
health problems, incarceration, and other consequences that carry a heavy monetary cost for
society (Brown, Testa, & Messman-Moore, 2009; Struckman-Johnson et al., 2003). Although
both men and women perpetrate SA, the majority of incidents are perpetrated by men (Teten
Tharp et al., 2013). Unsurprisingly, research on the causes and correlates of SA suggests that it is
a complex phenomenon with a variety of proximal and distal antecedents, from fixed risk factors
like childhood adversity, to state-dependent variables such as alcohol intoxication (Abbey et al.,
2004; Levenson, Willis, & Prescott, 2016). Several broad theoretical orientations towards the
study of SA have informed and guided this work, and have produced a rich literature filled with
complex and often contradictory findings (Teten Tharpe et al., 2013). This lack of uniformity
suggests that SA is the equifinal result of a variety of differing factors, with multiple pathways,
moderating factors, and dynamic forces that defy a single explanation. This further underscores
the importance of integrating formerly disparate bodies of literature in the field.
Two of the most prominent theoretical conceptualizations, feminist theory and
evolutionary theory, have often appeared at odds in terms of their characterizations of factors
that drive SA (see Davis, 2020 and Buss & Malamuth, 1996 for a discussion). More recent
1

conceptualizations, such as Malamuth and colleague’s Confluence Model (1996) have attempted
to integrate these seemingly opposed viewpoints by acknowledging the contributions and
interplay of both evolutionarily-selected biological processes and socially-determined norms and
beliefs about gender in generating SA behavior. However, other important factors, such as the
role of psychopathology and personality variables, have yet to be satisfactorily integrated into a
fully developed theoretical framework of SA perpetration. As such, the goal of this proposed
study is to test an expanded, integrated model of male-perpetrated SA developed from both
evolutionary and feminist conceptualizations, and crucially, to expand this model to address the
influence of a known psychopathological SA risk factor (psychopathic traits), thereby bridging
previously disparate areas of the literature (see Figure 1 for a conceptual diagram).
This investigation can provide valuable theoretical contributions to the literature, in two
ways. First, it can help improve our understanding of the sociobiological processes behind SA
and create a more integrated conceptualization of this behavior, taking into account species-level
evolutionary processes, sociocultural influences, and individual psychopathology and personality
traits. Second, it can help expand the nomological net of psychopathic traits by examining
differential relationships to conceptually important constructs, such as sensitivity to social
contexts, reactive aggression, and stability of perceived social status.
Evolutionary Conceptualizations of Sexual Aggression
Psychodynamic approaches aside (e.g. Lisak, 1991), much of the theoretically driven
research on SA has arisen primarily from either evolutionary or feminist backgrounds (Buss &
Malamuth, 1996). Although the two conceptualizations approach from differing vantage points
in terms of the emphasis given to “biological” versus “sociocultural” influences (ultimately a
false dichotomy, as we will see), the importance of personal power and relative social status in
2

driving SA is shared across these theoretical schools. Examining the ways in which these two
theoretical approaches interweave and dovetail in their treatments of sex-linked evolutionarily
selected traits and societal beliefs provides points of entry for designing studies to fill these gaps.
We first describe the evolutionary perspectives relevant to SA.
Sex and Reproductive Strategy
At their core, evolutionary theories of SA primarily rely on the drive to sustain existence
at the species level, largely viewing the passing on of individual genetic material as the
framework through which all behavior is understood (Buss, 2015). As such, evolutionary
conceptualizations of SA focus heavily on the sex-differentiated evolutionary advantages and
challenges associated with the reproductive process as a driving force behind engagement in SA
behavior.
By its very nature, sexual reproduction produces different intrinsic evolutionary problems
for men and women in terms of successfully propagating one’s own genetic line. These
challenges, in turn, drive the development of differential mating strategies and behaviors. For
male primates (including humans), the physiological cost of reproduction is relatively low (i.e.,
they do not carry or birth offspring), which allows for high numbers of offspring, but always
involves an inherent level of uncertainty surrounding paternity. These features in combination
presumably have led to the development of a more frequent, less selective approach to mating.
For female primates, the situation is largely reversed. The high physiological cost of gestating
reduces the potential number of offspring, but certainty of maternity allows confident investment
in the rearing process, creating a more selective mating approach among females (Andersson,
1994; de Waal, 1986; Geary, 2010). This broad pattern is common to the vast majority of
sexually reproducing species, whereby the sex with greater investment in offspring generally
3

selects mating partners, while the sex with lesser investment competes amongst themselves for
attention and selection. As such, in humans, traits that increase mating attractiveness and aid in
inter-male competition are selected for, and become exaggerated across time (Andersson, 1994).
In humans, this orientation towards inter-male competition is demonstrated through both
explicit contests of physical prowess and dominance (such as fighting), but also through a wide
variety of non-aggressive domains as disparate as sneaker collecting (Rakestraw, 2017), chess
(Mazur, Booth & Dabbs, 1992), and choral singing (Miller, 2002). This suggests that relative
status within the group serves as an end unto itself, rather than being a simple byproduct of
displays of physical fitness, and underscores the importance of the act of winning as a crucial
component of the masculine reproductive behavior set. Additionally, in species that share childrearing behavior (such as humans and gorillas), males also become more choosy, leading to the
development of inter-female competition as well (Geary, 2010).
Considering these patterns, SA may be viewed as an alternative and deviant reproductive
strategy for males that allows an opportunity for genetic material to be passed on without any
investment in the resulting offspring (Harris et al., 2007). This conceptualization is supported
empirically by the overwhelming preponderance of male-perpetrated SA among primates (e.g.
Smuts & Smuts, 1993; Teten Tharp et al., 2013), in conjunction with work that finds femaleperpetrated SA to be more common among species in which males have the greater reproductive
investment, such as certain species of fish (Swenson, 1997). Fortunately, other forces
advantageous to the propagation of the human species (such as prosociality and cooperation;
Trivers, 1971) may decrease the effectiveness of this strategy as a widespread means of
reproduction for the majority of individuals. For others, however, there is evidence to suggest
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that this particular approach to reproduction (SA) may be an important part of their
psychopathology.
Psychopathy is a case in point. Psychopathy is defined by a variety of features (thus, the
use of the term “psychopathic traits”), including interpersonal-affective traits such as lack of
empathy and callousness, manipulation, and dominance and impulsive-antisocial traits such as
impulsivity, irresponsibility, and engagement in antisocial and criminal acts (Cleckley, 1941;
Edens, Marcus, Lilienfeld, & Poythress, 2006; Hare, 1996; Lykken, 1995). Even at subclinical
severity, psychopathic traits have been linked to a plethora of socially undesirable behaviors
including substance abuse (Hemphill, Hart & Hare, 1994), intimate partner violence (Mager,
Bresin & Verona, 2014) and SA (Hoffmann & Verona, 2018). Interestingly, psychopathy has
been proposed to present an adaptive way of passing along genetic material through the
development of a reproductive strategy marked by early, frequent, and coercive sexual
behaviors, including SA (Harris et al., 2007; Jonason Koenig & Tost, 2010). This
conceptualization is supported by literature that finds SA, as well as other socially costly mating
tactics such as mate-poaching (i.e. cheating), are positively and specifically associated with
psychopathic traits (Centifanti, Thomson & Kwok, 2015; Jonason et al., 2010; Muñoz, Khan &
Cordwell, 2011). This particular mating strategy is hypothesized to adjust for increased risk of
death during the reproductive years resulting from the risk-taking and antisocial behaviors
associated with psychopathy (Glenn, Kurzban & Raine, 2011). Some researchers have suggested
that this psychopathic approach to reproduction represents an extreme pole of the typical lowinvestment male mating strategy (e.g. Jonason et al., 2010), an assertion that is supported by the
enhanced presence of traits that may be adaptive for male reproduction in psychopathy, such as
social dominance.
5

Reproductive Strategy and the Evolutionary Origins of Social Dominance
From an evolutionary perspective, species-level biological and reproductive truisms serve
as the substrate for the development of sociopsychological characteristics associated with SA
perpetration such as gender expression, stereotypes, and behavior roles, which are shaped and
molded over time through social and environmental forces (Lippa, 2005). In the evolutionary
framework, “masculine” traits are those selected to enhance attractiveness to women as a
potential mate, i.e., those that are associated with genetic fitness. Traits associated with high
testosterone (T), for example, are considered good indicators of high quality genetic material in
humans, as T is immunosuppressive, and high levels of T can only be sustained in healthy men
(Grammer & Thornhill, 1994; Roney et al., 2006). These traits include a variety of physical and
behavioral characteristics such as muscle mass, aggressiveness, and crucially, drive for high
status within hierarchical groups (termed “social dominance”; Archer, 1991; Eisenegger,
Haushofer & Fehr, 2011; Mazur & Booth 1998; Penton-Voak & Chen, 2004; Sidanius & Pratto,
1999; Windhager, Schaefer & Fink, 2011). High status social position then not only serves as an
indicator of genetic fitness, but also as an indicator of enhanced ability to protect and provide
resources for offspring (Geary, 2010; Smuts & Smuts, 1993) and is generally associated with
more successful mating outcomes in primates, including humans (Cowlishaw & Dunbar, 1991).
Although evolutionary theory provides a historical context for observed male-linked
dispositions toward SA, including social dominance, the relationships between these
reproductively-based processes and SA are far more complex than a simple biological origin
would suggest. Human beings are social creatures with complex systems and norms of behavior.
This social aspect, our culture and society, shapes and influences the ways in which biological
predispositions and strategies manifest themselves, including potentially through SA. In turn,
6

these sociocultural influences, and the ways in which they create beliefs and norms about gender
that support or discourage SA, have been deeply explored in feminist approaches to the subject.
Feminist Perspectives of Sexual Aggression: Sociocultural Influences and the Enactment of
Gender Roles and Beliefs
It would be reductionist to attribute gender expression and beliefs about gender to
biologically-based processes alone. To do so also approaches the dangerous fallacy of biological
determinism, the idea that somehow SA perpetration is “hardwired”, and in the next fallacious
leap, somehow then acceptable or unchangeable. In order to accurately understand the paths by
which biological factors may lead to SA perpetration, it is necessary to consider potentially
related social factors, including cultural and individual beliefs about gender roles. Some
conceptualizations of SA highlight the ways in which economic and technological forces create
environmental conditions that reinforce SA-perpetuating attitudes and beliefs. In particular,
feminist theories frequently highlight the importance of non-egalitarian or hierarchical gender
role norms at a societal level in perpetuating SA (Brownmiller, 1975).
One instructive illustration of the processes by which such social norms arise is the
finding that beliefs reflecting gender egalitarianism are less prevalent in societies which
historically relied heavily on plough usage in early agriculture, such as Egypt (Boserup, 1970).
The use of the plough to prepare soil for planting was more efficient than using sticks and hand
tools (which required both men and women to work), but required significant upper body
strength and power to pull the plough, giving the advantage in farming to men because of these
biological attributes. This gendered separation of labor (men working the fields and women
working in the home) and the resulting norms that evolved about the inappropriateness of
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women’s engagement in non-domestic life and society persist to the present in cultures with a
history of plough agriculture (Boserup, 1970; Alesina, Giuliano & Nunn, 2013).
In the feminist conceptualization, attitudes that coalesce around these behavioral
divisions and resource asymmetries directly lead to the devaluation of women, the
conceptualization of women as owned resources or property, and subsequently, greater femaledirected aggression including SA. In contexts where technological factors led to stark division
of male and female labor, the evolutionarily selected “masculine” drive for dominance (Mazur &
Booth, 1998) reinforces and maintains these anti-egalitarian structures at the cultural level, as the
restriction of non-domestic work to men leads to asymmetrical acquisition of capital. This in turn
increases the reproductive value of men, further enhancing male choosiness and exacerbating
intra-female competition through closer adherence to stereotypically “feminine” attributes
designed to attract high resource men (such as the placement of others’ needs or desires above
one’s own, and focus on appearance; Geary, 2010). This outcome further widens the gulf
between the genders and increases risk of victimization among women in such cultures. This
perspective is supported by findings that cultures with high inequality between men and women
tend to foster strict beliefs about male and female gender roles and social spheres, hold greater
tolerance of violence and aggression against women, and place greater blame on victims of SA
(Flood & Pease, 2009). Findings that suggest rates of SA are higher in cultures with strong antiegalitarian norms compared to more egalitarian cultures, even within the same geographic
regions, further support this assertion (Sanday, 1981; Shannon et al., 2012). This example
illustrates the interplay between sexually dimorphic physiology and technological/economic
factors in shaping anti-egalitarian gender roles and attitudes at a cultural level, processes
implicated in socialist-feminist constructions of SA (e.g. Whaley & Messner, 2002).
8

At the same time, the relative rarity of SA even in non-egalitarian societies, suggests that
these sociocultural norms alone do not fully account for SA perpetration as purported by
traditional feminist models. Indeed, conflicting prosocial norms may prevent the majority of
individuals from engaging in SA and other aggressive behaviors (Trivers, 1971). This suggests
that the general propensity towards SA generated by non-egalitarian norms is, for the majority of
men, less powerful than the impact of pro-social processes. For a subset of men however,
individual-level factors appear to override these inhibitions, leading to active SA perpetration.
The Confluence Model: Interactions of Individual Beliefs and Social Contexts
Beginning in the 1980s, researchers began to bridge the gap between feminist and
evolutionary models of SA by examining the ways in which evolutionarily-selected,
biologically-mediated processes can shape anti-egalitarian gender beliefs at the level of the
individual. This interplay is well illustrated by Malamuth and colleagues’ two-path Confluence
Model of SA, which remains one of the most well supported base models of the behavior
(Malamuth, Heavy & Linz, 1996; Wheeler et al., 2002). In this model, engagement in SA is
generated through the presence of orientation towards a low-investment, promiscuous mating
strategy (“impersonal sex” path), combined with a hostile, defensive, and domineering attitude
towards women (“hostile masculinity” path). While the evolutionary positioning of the
impersonal sex path is obvious in terms of male mating strategy, evidence suggests that the
hostile masculinity path fits within this evolutionary framework as well, functioning as an
expression of social dominance. Research suggests that challenges to individuals’ personal
beliefs about gender and sex roles (termed “gender role stress”; Eisler & Skidmore, 1987)
generate hostility under certain conditions. Specifically, researchers have found that men who
hold beliefs about gender which emphasize high status, toughness, and anti-femininity as crucial
9

to masculinity (Thompson & Pleck, 1986) are particularly likely to hold hostile cognitions
towards women and react more aggressively when they perceive their masculinity status (and
therefore their place in social hierarchy) is threatened (Gallagher & Parrott, 2011).
This mechanism for the generation of SA has been empirically supported. Multiple
studies have found evidence that men adhering to strict, hierarchical gender role beliefs are more
likely to send unwanted sexual content (using a video-clip exchange paradigm) when under
conditions of gender role stress than were men who did not endorse these beliefs. These stressors
include being confronted with injunctive egalitarian gender norms (i.e. norms that women should
be viewed and treated as equals) or being in a subordinate position to a woman; both challenges
to their beliefs about the importance of male hierarchy over women (Bosson et al., 2015; Smith
et al., 2015). These findings highlight the ways in which individual-level beliefs may come into
conflict with societal level injunctions to trigger enactment of evolutionarily selected responses
to perceived threats to dominance (in this particular case, hierarchical dominance over women;
Berkowitz, 1993). This suggests that SA can arise as a mechanism for the maintenance or repair
of threatened social dominance, an evolutionarily selected trait advantageous for male
reproductive fitness (Buss & Malamuth, 1996). It is even possible that SA in this context
represents a way of ensuring the passing on of genetic material when these men perceive they are
in a status-threatened position where non-coercive mating is unlikely.
This perceived status threat and resulting aggressive reactivity may be generated by any
number of seemingly low-level challenges inherent in everyday life, from having a female
supervisor at work, to exposure to negative media coverage of “masculine” displays of
aggression such as domestic violence. One way to test this general model of individual level SA
vulnerability factors would be to examine SA outcomes in response to inter-male competition.
10

This paradigm would allow for the examination of SA perpetration as a more general mechanism
of reasserting or repairing perceived status in the face of perceived threats. It moves away from
paradigms that use threats of men’s masculinity by a woman to instead focus on male-male
status competition, and this allowing conclusions about the importance of overall social
dominance to be drawn. This change also helps facilitate understanding of this particular aspect
of evolutionary theory (the role of inter-male competition) on SA. If SA is indeed a way of
asserting more general social dominance in a subset of men with a particular need for
hierarchical status and sensitivity to threats towards the same, then one would expect loss of
same-gender status to activate SA, given the opportunity. While current research supports this
status-maintaining function of SA following feeling threatened by women or exposed to direct
confrontation of one’s masculinity beliefs (e.g., Bosson et al., 2015, Bosson & Vandello, 2011),
the function of SA as a more general way to display or regain status designed to increase future
mating fitness has yet to be tested.
Existing theoretical conceptualizations of SA often fail to account for the role of
individual psychopathology or personality traits in the development of SA. It is possible that
strict, hierarchical masculinity beliefs are only one particular source of individual-level
vulnerability to status threat, and that other individual-level factors (such as personality traits)
may confer similar vulnerability. As such, threats to masculinity leading to woman-targeted
hostility may only be one particular example of a more general process by which threat to
perceived social dominance leads to hostility, that eventually result in SA as a way of reasserting
one’s place in the social hierarchy through aggression. Indeed, further work by Malamuth (2003)
has suggested that psychopathic traits may act as a distal risk factor for the development of
hostile masculinity. Unfortunately, the direct influences of psychopathic traits have yet to be
11

tested. Testing this generalized version of Malamuth’s hostile masculine pathway, by replacing
the explicitly gendered hostile masculinity construct with the broader psychopathic traits
construct in the model, allows for the integration of the empirical literature connecting
psychopathic traits and SA. It also allows for deeper development of the psychopathic mating
strategy hypothesis through examination of specific aspects of psychopathic traits in driving
engagement in SA behavior.
The Role of Individual-Level Traits on Aggressive Response to Status Threat:
Psychopathy, Status Threat and Social Dominance
Research on the effects of human inter-male competition and status challenge on
subsequent status-repair behavior (including aggression) suggests heterogeneity in individual
responses to winning versus losing (Archer, 2006; Carré & McCormick, 2008; Dreher et al.,
2016; McCaul, Gladue & Joppa, 1992). One particularly notable study found that reactive
aggression in response to an inter-male competition task was moderated by differences in desire
for social dominance and status (i.e., those who are high in social dominance increased their
aggression, whereas those low in social dominance did not; Carré, Putnam & McCormick, 2009).
These data suggest that individual level personality variables influence reactions to changes in
status and in subsequent behaviors employed to cope with those changes. This fits broadly with
research on non-human primates that shows heterogeneity in individuals’ response to loss in
inter-male contests (Kruger, McGue & Iacono, 2001; de Waal, 1986). Specifically, work with
primates suggests that while the majority of individuals will assume a submissive attitude
following a losing outcome in a dominance contest, a subset of individuals will respond with
increased aggressiveness (de Waal, 1986). This suggests that individual factors influence the
selection of behavioral responses when social status is challenged, and supports the possibility
12

that varying evolutionary strategies exist for dealing with status threat (and therefore, threat to
reproductive success). Given their strong empirical associations with general aggression, SA, and
social dominance, and hypotheses about their connections to alternative mating strategy
behaviors (Centifanti, Thomson & Kwok, 2015), psychopathic traits are a likely candidate for
such an individual level factor (Hare, 1996; Kosson, Kelly & White, 1997; Patrick, Fowles &
Kruger, 2009). It is important, however, to keep in mind the heterogeneous nature of
psychopathic traits when considering them as potential sources of individual variation in
response to status threat, and subsequent SA perpetration.
Despite high intercorrelations between the two psychopathy factors, they each possess a
distinct nomological net and have been differentially associated with deficits in neurobiological
functioning (Carré et al., 2013; Hare et al., 2003; Patrick et al., 1993). Specifically, interpersonalaffective traits (callousness, lack of empathy, boldness and social dominance) have been
uniquely associated with grandiose narcissism, low neuroticism, lack of empathy, reduced
sensitivity to threat, and stress immunity (Lykken, 1995; Patrick, Bradley & Lang, 1993; Paulhus
& Williams, 2002). These liabilities are hypothesized to arise from abnormalities in
neurobiological systems related to threat and fear, such as blunted amygdala response and lateral
prefrontal cortex abnormalities that suggest individuals high in interpersonal-affective traits are
less likely to attend to threatening or fearful stimuli (Baskin-Sommers, Curtin & Newman, 2011;
Birbaumer at al., 2005; Ronningstam & Baskin-Sommers, 2013). As a result, individuals high in
these traits are often less affected by the pain of others and able to maintain focus on attaining
their goals with little interference from negative affective experiences (Falkenbach, Howe &
Falki, 2013; Hare, 1996; Lilienfeld, Watts & Smith, 2015; Murphy, 2016; Ronningstam &
Baskin-Sommers, 2013). These unique features may account for findings showing interpersonal13

affective traits are related to proactive, instrumental forms of aggression (Woodworth & Porter,
2002), and characterized by superficial charm, boldness, and high self-esteem.
In contrast, impulsive-antisocial traits (impulsivity, irresponsibility, antisocial and
aggressive behavior) have been uniquely associated with vulnerable or insecure narcissism,
heightened stress reactivity and threat sensitivity, high neuroticism, and emotional dysregulation
(Miller, et al., 2010; Patrick, 1994; Skeem et al, 2007; Verona et al., 2004; Yang & Raine, 2009).
Neuroimaging and EEG research suggests that these traits arise from altered metabolic and
electrophysiological functioning in regions related to inhibitory control such as the prefrontal
cortex (Verona, Sprague & Sadeh, 2012; Yang & Raine, 2009), as well as heightened affective
reactivity to unpleasant stimuli (Patrick, 1994; Skeem et al, 2007; Verona et al., 2004).
Individuals high in impulsive-antisocial traits may be prone to hostility and reactive aggression,
and enhanced sensitivity to threat and negative affect (Cale & Lilienfeld, 2006; Falkenbach et al.,
2013; Woodworth & Porter, 2002).
These differential presentations, borne out of disparate biological vulnerabilities, have
both been associated with SA perpetration; however, the overall findings in this literature
regarding their relative contributions are mixed. While some studies find strong evidence for the
importance of interpersonal-affective traits in SA perpetration, other work has found impulsiveantisocial traits to be more strongly associated with SA (Centifanti, Thomson, & Kwok, 2015;
Hoffmann & Verona, 2018; Kosson, Kelly & White, 1997). This lack of uniformity in the
relationships between the two psychopathic traits and SA perpetration may suggest that these
relationships represent fundamental differences in the motivating factors that drive SA for those
high in interpersonal-affective traits and those high in impulsive-antisocial traits. Indeed, recent
work examining the relationships between psychopathic traits, sexual motivations, and SA
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perpetration found that while both interpersonal-affective and impulsive-antisocial traits were
related to power motivations for sex (i.e., engaging in sex as a way to feel powerful and
dominant), only the path arising from impulsive-antisocial traits through power motivations went
on to be significantly related to SA perpetration (Hoffmann & Verona, 2019). This suggests that
there may be differences in the experience of and desire for interpersonal power and social status
between the two factors that influence their relationship to SA. There is emerging research that
suggests that while interpersonal-affective traits are positively associated with both desire for
power and feeling powerful, impulsive-antisocial traits are positively associated with the desire
for power, but negatively associated with actual feelings of power (Murphy, 2016). This suggests
that for men who are high in impulsive-antisocial traits, SA may be a way to experience that
desired but elusive experience of feeling powerful. Conversely, men who are high in
interpersonal-affective traits, which are more commonly conceptualized as expressing social
dominance (Lilienfeld et al., 2012), may already perceive themselves as powerful, and may
perpetrate for more “instrumental” reasons, such as direct sexual gratification (see Knight &
Graham, 2015 for a discussion of the connection between hypersexuality and interpersonalaffective traits).
Taken together, the research suggests that while power and dominance may be important
for both high interpersonal-affective and high impulsive-antisocial individuals, their experiences
of power and behaviors associated with obtaining or exercising power may be different. Men
high in interpersonal-affective traits may experience a more “secure” sense of personal power
and social dominance that is less vulnerable to threat, and does not require a great deal of
maintenance through behavior. Conversely, men high in impulsive-antisocial traits may
experience a more “insecure” sense of power, one that is highly important yet often threatened,
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and requires more frequent maintenance through behaviors designed to generate subjective
feelings of power. Similar to the construct of hostile masculinity, impulsive-antisocial traits may
lead to SA in the face of perceived threats to power and status. While sensitivity to threat and
desire for power may enhance the likelihood of developing beliefs and attitudes that enhance the
likelihood of SA perpetration (i.e., hostile masculinity; Malamuth, 2003), it is possible that this
may simply be one manifestation of traits that may also directly lead to SA as way to feel
powerful and socially dominant. Another possibility is that these constructs share a core of
sensitivity to threat that is essential for SA. These alternatives have yet to be tested.
Through testing the differential moderating effects of interpersonal-affective and
impulsive-antisocial traits on the relationships between inter-male status threat and SA
perpetration, we have the opportunity to test the generalizability of the integrated SA model
described above (see Figure 2). If indeed impulsive-antisocial traits, similarly to hostile
masculinity, represent a core hypersensitivity to status threat, then we would expect the
relationship between inter-male status challenge and SA to be positive in the presence of high
levels of these traits. Further, if the perception of personal power/social dominance is
fundamentally more secure or less easily threatened for individuals high in interpersonalaffective traits, then we would expect to see no moderation by these traits of the relationship
between inter-male status threat and SA perpetration. Through examining these relationships, we
seek not only to validate the general model of SA put forth, but also to validate the relationships
between interpersonal-affective and impulsive-antisocial traits and experiences of social
dominance and power and expand the nomological nets of these constructs.
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Present Study
In light of the reviewed literature, this study proposes to test a theoretical model in which
sexual aggression perpetration serves as a way of reasserting personal power/regaining status in
response to threats to inter-male status among individuals with personality traits that make them
vulnerable to social status threat and aggression. This analysis is the first to integrate these
particular aspects of evolutionary theory, feminist perspective, and research on individual
differences and psychopathology, and to test these relationships using an experimental paradigm
focused on inter-male status threat and its relationship to sexual aggression specifically. To do
so, I examined the moderation by psychopathic traits of the relationship between inter-male
competition status loss and the perpetration of sexual aggression using a laboratory paradigm.
The following research questions and hypotheses were tested:
Aim 1: Effects of Changes in Inter-Male Status on the Likelihood of SA
Perpetration
Hypothesis 1. Based on the literature linking perceived threats to status and power with
reactive aggression, including SA (e.g. Carré et al., 2013; Smith et al., 2015), I predicted that
participants who lose an inter-male competition are more likely to engage in SA perpetration
than participants in the win condition. However, given the heterogeneity in individual responses
to status threat (e.g. Carré et al., 2009), it is possible that the opposite main effect may occur,
whereby men in the loss condition are less likely to engage in SA as a result of a submissive
response to status challenge. Ultimately, I hypothesized that the main effect of inter-male status
challenge will be moderated by psychopathic traits, and is likely to result in modest main effects.
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Aim 2: Moderating Effects of Psychopathic Traits on the Relationship between Inter-Male
Status Change and SA Perpetration
Hypothesis 2. Based on the importance of social dominance and power in both feminist
and evolutionary perspectives on SA (e.g. Buss & Malamuth, 1996), and literature which finds
precarious experience of power/status is associated with aggressive behavior under threatened
conditions (Bosson et al., 2015; Cale & Lilienfeld, 2006), I predicted an impulsive-antisocial x
loss condition interaction, whereby impulsive-antisocial traits will potentiate the positive
relationship between competition loss and SA perpetration. Additionally, given the association of
interpersonal-affective traits with feelings of superiority (Paulhus & Williams, 2002), it is
possible that individuals high in interpersonal-affective traits will be less likely to perpetrate in
the loss condition and more likely to perpetrate in the win condition than other individuals.
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Method
To test the proposed hypotheses, a cross-sectional laboratory study was performed using
USF undergraduate students. The study featured a two-part design, where participants first
completed a series of online questionnaires (Part 1) using the Qualtrics software platform (Provo,
UT) followed by an in-person lab component (Part 2) for administration of competition and
sexual aggression (SA) analogue tasks.
Sample Recruitment
Pilot Phase
In order to assess the effectiveness and variability associated with each of the behavioral
tasks, a smaller pilot sample (n=11) was collected through the USF psychology participant pool
during the fall semester of 2018. Pilot participants were invited to participate in the Part 2
laboratory procedures to assess feasibility and validity of the competition and SA tasks. Pilot
participants were compensated with 1 SONA point per half hour of participation. All inclusion
and exclusion criteria for pilot participants were identical to those in the primary collection
sample (i.e., self-identification as heterosexual and cismale gendered, age of 18 years or more,
proficiency in English, no visual/auditory impairments – see below). Participants in the pilot
phase did not complete demographic measures or other Part 1 questionnaires. Pilot testing led to
small changes in wording for competition and film clip task instructions to improve clarity, and
allowed for identification and correction of a coding error in the film clip task.
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In addition, prior to piloting laboratory procedures, both quantitative and qualitative
methods were used to validate adaptations made to the sexual aggression paradigm (see
“procedures” section for Part 2 for a full explanation of this task and validation procedures).
Primary Data Collection
Following the pilot phase, a larger sample of USF students was recruited to take part in
the study. Of the 298 participants who completed Part 1 and were invited to participate in Part 2,
177 completed both portions of the study (see Figure 3 for detailed attrition information).
Participants who completed both portions of the study were less likely to belong to a Greek
organization than were those who completed only Part 1 (χ2(1) = 9.17, p=0.002); however, there
were no other significant differences on any demographic variables or Part 1 measure scores (see
Tables 1 and 2). Participants consisted of USF undergraduate students recruited through the USF
psychology department participant pool (SONA) and through campus-wide outreach efforts
including paper flyers, emails sent through departmental/college listservs (e.g., Public Health,
Engineering, Arts and Sciences), and postings on online message boards (i.e. the USF subreddit,
USF Facebook pages). Inclusion criteria included self-identification as heterosexual and cismale
gendered in order to avoid potential confounding influences associated with other gender identity
or sexual orientation. Other inclusion criteria included age of 18 years or more and proficiency in
English. In order to ensure full valid participation in the laboratory competition and sexual
coercion task paradigms, exclusion criteria included the presence of any uncorrected visual, fine
motor, or auditory impairments, and failure to meet the described inclusion criteria. These
criteria were assessed through SONA pre-screening requirements for those recruited through the
SONA system. For participants recruited outside of the SONA system, screening questions were
presented within the Part 1 survey completion portion.
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Compensation
Participants recruited through the SONA system were compensated with 0.5 SONA
points for completion of Part 1, and 1 SONA credit per half hour of participation in Part 2 for a
total of 3.5 possible SONA points. Participants recruited outside the SONA system were
compensated $5 cash for completion of Part 1, and $10 cash for completion of Part 2 for a total
of up to $15. Participants were required to present their USF IDs during Part 2 procedures to
confirm correct identity and USF student status. One participant completed Part 1 for SONA
points, but requested and was provided with monetary compensation for Part 2. Two participants
initially completed Part 1 through the non-SONA link, but requested SONA point compensation
for both portions of the study once they became aware of this possibility during Part 2 consenting
procedures, and were compensated as such. All participants who received cash compensation
were provided with a signed receipt at the completion of Part 2.
Data Management and Confidentiality
To help avoid risks to confidentiality, all participants were assigned two numeric ID
codes (one for Part 1, and one for Part 2) that were used to identify and match their collected
data. Identifying information (contact information, participant name) was stored apart from other
non-identifiable data, and was linked to the assigned participant ID through a password protected
“key” document used for Part 2 scheduling and accessible only to authorized study staff. As part
of the informed consent process, participants were assured their data are confidential and that
their status as research participants protects their information from mandatory sexual misconduct
reporting laws (University of South Florida, 2015). Additionally, a Federal Certificate of
Confidentiality was obtained to further reassure participants and increase the likelihood of candid
responding.
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Procedure
Study procedures took place in two parts completed subsequent to each other. Mean time
between completion of Part 1 and completion of Part 2 was 9.90 days (SD=31.78, min=1,
max=136, median=7.00). The large range in number of interim days is likely due to participants
who had completed Part 1 in previous semesters for SONA credit being re-contacted and
choosing to later complete Part 2 for cash compensation or additional SONA credit.
Part 1
Participants who accessed the study survey were presented with an informed consent
document detailing study information for Part 1, including psychological support resources,
compensation information, and contact information for study staff. Study consent was
documented by checking a box indicating the participant had read the informed consent
document and wished to participate. Participants who declined to participate were redirected to a
landing page thanking them for their time and displaying contact information for study staff.
Following documentation of consent, SONA participant eligibility was determined via inclusion
of these same items in SONA mass testing prior to Part 1 to allow for pre-screening of
participants. Non-SONA participants were presented with inclusion/exclusion screening items
assessing age, gender identity, gender assigned at birth, sexual orientation, and visual, auditory,
and fine motor impairment within the online survey during Part 1. Non-SONA participants who
did not meet inclusion criteria were redirected to a landing page thanking them for their interest
and informing them they were not eligible to participate.
Next, participants completed all self-report questionnaires through the Qualtrics software
interface. To facilitate contact for Part 2 and to ensure participants were USF students, all non22

SONA participants were required to provide their USF email address for scheduling purposes.
Participants were also given the option to provide additional telephone or email contact
information. As part of the informed consent, participants were assured that this information was
necessary solely to facilitate scheduling, would not be linked to their data, and would not be
shared with anyone outside the study.
Part 2
Following the completion of Part 1, participants were contacted via email by the study
team to schedule an appointment to complete the in-lab portion of the study. Participants were
contacted up to three times via email and/or text to attempt scheduling for Part 2. Up to 2
participants at a time could participate in the Part 2 session. If only one participant signed up for
a session, or if one of the two participants cancelled or no-showed, a trained male undergraduate
assistant was deployed to act as a confederate for that session. Of 118 total Part 2 sessions, 59
(50.0%) employed a confederate. Prior to arrival at the lab, participants were randomly assigned
to either “win” or “loss” conditions for the competition task. Participant room assignments for
the completion of computer tasks and questionnaires were also counterbalanced to avoid any
systematic environmental effects.
Upon arrival at the lab, participants were be greeted by a female experimenter and taken
into a waiting area. They were then provided with an informed consent document detailing the
study procedures for Part 2, including the introduction of the experiment cover story
(“Personality, Visuospatial Abilities, and Media Preferences Study”). Study participants were
given the opportunity to voice concerns and ask questions. To reduce suspicion regarding the
true purpose of the study, participants were told that the study was investigating how individuals’
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visuospatial abilities influence their media preferences, and was being conducted in collaboration
with researchers at another lab at USF St. Petersburg.
Following the consenting procedure, participants completed the first measure, the
Positive And Negative Affect Scale – Expanded form (PANAS-X see below), to obtain a
baseline measure of affective state. Following completion of the PANAS-X, participants were
lead into an adjoining room to complete the competition task (Number Tracking Task), followed
by a second PANAS-X. Next, participants were separated and lead to two separate rooms each
containing a computer. Participants then completed the sexual aggression analogue task,
followed by the third and final PANAS-X. Finally, participants completed the Post-Task survey,
answered post-session interview questions administered by the experimenter, and were debriefed
as to the purpose of the study. Participants were provided the opportunity to express concerns or
ask questions, and were compensated for their time. Typical Part 2 session length was between 1
and 1.5 hours in duration.
Status Manipulation. In order to manipulate participant status, the Number Tracking
Task (NTT; Schultheiss et al., 1999) was administered following the procedure outlined by
Mehta & Josephs (2006). In the NTT, participants are provided with paper forms printed with six
15x15 grids filled with numbers. Participants are instructed to connect a series of ascending
consecutive numbers on the grid as quickly as possible using a pen until they reach a particular
highlighted number. The target numbers are surrounded by distractor numbers, thereby
increasing the baseline difficulty of the task. The difficulty of NTT forms can be manipulated to
create reliable “win” and “loss” versions of the task (Schultheiss et al., 1999). In the “winning”
forms, the distance between the beginning and end numbers is twenty numbers shorter than in
the “losing” forms, reliably decreasing the amount of time it takes to complete the task. This
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method of ensuring the outcome has been successfully used in a number of studies employing
the NTT (Mehta & Josephs, 2006; Josephs et al., 2006; Schultheiss et al., 1999; Vongas & Al
Hajj, 2017). Each NTT administration consists of a set of twelve puzzles. Answer forms are
designed such that the winning participant should complete eight out of the twelve puzzles
before the losing participant. This task was chosen based on literature that found performance on
the NTT to successfully influence hormonal (e.g., testosterone), affective, and cognitive
variables in men. In addition, key personality constructs (such as implicit power motivation and
desire for status) have been shown to moderate individuals’ response to the NTT in terms of
affect, behavior, and physiological variables (Mehta & Josephs, 2006; Josephs et al., 2006;
Schultheiss et al., 1999; Vongas & Al Hajj, 2017).
The two participants (or one participant and a study confederate) were seated with their
backs to each other at two desks facing opposite walls in order to reduce suspicion about the
validity of the win/loss condition and prevent non-standardized interaction between the
participants. Each participant received a paper packet containing the task puzzles and two pens
and were told not to touch the packets until they are instructed to do so. Participants were then
told by the experimenter that they were about to compete against each other on a timed test of an
“important part of intelligence called ‘spatial processing speed’” (Mehta & Josephs, 2006, p.
685). They were instructed to complete all twelve puzzles, and to verbally announce when they
were done before moving on to the next puzzle by saying “done” out loud, but to otherwise
remain silent during the task. This allowed each participant to track his own level of performance
compared to his competitor’s, and to communicate his performance both to the experimenter and
the other participant throughout the task. To manipulate the win/loss condition, participants in
the “win” condition were provided with a set of puzzles that were considerably easier (shorter)
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than the set of puzzles provided to the participant in the “loss” condition, as described above.
Following completion of the task, participants remained at their desks to complete a second
PANAS-X to assess post-competition affective state. Following the PANAS-X, participants were
immediately separated and taken to separate rooms to complete the sexual aggression paradigm.
Sexual Aggression Task. Participants were instructed that they were going to take part
in an interactive task with a study participant in another lab at the USF St. Petersburg campus, as
part of a cross-lab collaboration in the study. Participants completed a film-clip exchange task
using an adaptation of the in-person version of the computerized procedure outlined by Bosson
and colleagues (2015, adapted from Parrott et al., 2012). This task has been validated for
computer administration and has been shown to positively correlate with both self-reported
sexually aggressive behavior and theoretically related constructs, such as hostile sexism (Bosson
et al., 2015; Parrott et al., 2012). This task is well suited to the purpose of testing SA perpetration
as an aggressive act. Specifically, participants do not engage in any sexual contact or view
sexually explicit video themselves, thus partialing out any confounding effects of sexual arousal.
First, participants were asked to select a screen-name to use during the task, to increase
feelings of anonymity and decrease concerns about data security. Participants were then
introduced to a bogus partner (screen name “Laura”) with whom they will be working during the
task. To reduce any potential impact on film clip choice that may arise from fears of accidentally
seeing Laura on campus, participants were reminded that Laura is participating from “our partner
lab at USF St. Pete”. Participants viewed a short video (presented via video chat client Zoom) of
Laura completing her media preference form which they were told was a live stream from the
USF St. Petersburg lab; in reality, the video was pre-recorded. During the consent procedure,
participants were informed that “one of our webcams is down”, and as such, Laura would not be
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able to see the participant although he could see her. In order to increase the believability of the
manipulation and avoid participants trying to interact with Laura, a webcam was placed near the
participants’ computers but was not plugged in.
Second, participants completed a rating form to indicate their own preferences for various
types of media content and were told that they would exchange preference ratings with their
bogus partner. The participant then received a summary of Laura’s preference responses,
indicating a strong dislike of sexual content in media. The experimenter was positioned outside
the (open) computer room door to maximize participants’ sense of privacy while still
maintaining oversight. The participants were instructed to alert the experimenter when they were
finished with the preferences survey. Once alerted, the experimenter entered the room and shut
off the Zoom program, instructing participants that the video chat with Laura would be
discontinued so as not to distract from the next portion of the task.
Third, participants then viewed a series of stills from three short film clips, along with
brief text descriptions. One set of stills depicts strong sexually explicit content (a man and
woman having sex), while a second depicts a nonsexual interaction between a man and woman
(cooking together). In order to maximize variance in responses to this task, we also included a
third set of stills for a film clip not used in previous research depicting a non-sexually explicit,
romantic contact (a man and a woman flirting and kissing passionately). This intermediate set of
clip stills was validated using quantitative and qualitative procedures during the piloting phase of
the study (see below for further information on clip validation method). Following the review of
the clip stills and descriptions, the participant was informed that he was randomly assigned the
role of film clip sender. Participants were told that they must rank the three videos in the order
they would most like Laura to see them (1=most like her to see, 3=least like her to see). Next,
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participants were informed that Laura would watch a total of 120 seconds of video no matter
what, and they must divide that time between the three clips. Participants were asked to adjust
onscreen sliders to select the amount of time they wished to present the video clips they ranked
#1 and #2. Participants were instructed that any remaining time would be filled by the clip they
selected as #3. This configuration allowed men who ranked the non-sexually explicit clips as #1
and #2 to still send Laura unwanted sexual content should they choose to do so. For example, a
participant may rank the neutral clip as #1, the romantic non-sexual clip as #2, and the sexually
explicit clip as #3. He may then move the onscreen sliders to send 10 seconds of clip #1 (neutral)
and 10 seconds of clip #2 (romantic non-explicit), thus allowing the remaining 100 seconds to be
filled by clip #3 (sexually explicit). After choosing and sending the clips, participants completed
a final PANAS-X, as a post-sexual aggression task index of affective state. They then remained
in the room to complete a brief self-report measure designed to assess their level of engagement
and degree of suspicion regarding the tasks. Participants were also administered a brief interview
by the experimenter to assess for task suspicion, prior knowledge of the study, and overall
impressions.
Validation for Added Film Clip. In order to validate film clip stills for the newly added
intermediate (romantic non-explicit) clip stills, USF undergraduate students (departmental lab
research assistants) were invited via email or word of mouth to take part in an online survey via
Qualtrics. Students who agreed to participate (n=29, 13 men, 15 women, 1 declined to report
gender) were presented with five sets of stimuli, each consisting of three stills from a video clip
accompanied by a brief description of the clip’s content. Using a scale from 1 (not at all) to 5
(extremely), the volunteers were asked to rate each clip on the following dimensions: Joyful, sad,
scary, romantic, sexual, boring, exciting, interesting, funny, and upsetting. They were also
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provided with a free response section to provide any additional thoughts or reactions to each clip.
After rating each of the five clips, participants were asked if they recognized any of the actors or
films portrayed in the stills, and were provided the option to enter their contact information for
participation in an in-person focus group. In addition to the two original clip stills used in prior
research, stills and descriptions were presented for the new romantic non-explicit clip (images
drawn from the film A Kind of Magic; Musk, 2015) and two unrelated “filler” clips (a “sad” clip
sourced from Barry Lyndon; Kubrick, 1975, and a “scary” clip sourced from The Strange Vice of
Mrs. Wardh; Martino, 1972). Still images were intentionally chosen from films unlikely to be
widely known or recognized by undergraduate students to avoid familiarity bias in ratings.
Participants who agreed to be contacted for the focus group portion of the validation were
contacted by email and scheduled to attend two simultaneously occurring focus groups (split by
gender). Each group was facilitated by a psychology doctoral student of the same gender. Prior
to beginning the focus groups, group facilitators briefly explained the purpose of the focus group
and assured participants that the content of discussion would not be shared with anyone outside
of study staff. Each group facilitator was provided with a script consisting of open-ended
questions designed to elicit participants’ perception of each of the three clip stills, including their
personal reactions to the clip stills and thoughts about how the clip stills would likely be
perceived by various recipients including both same and opposite gendered strangers. These
groups lasted approximately 1 hour and consisted of 6 men and 8 women. Participants were
provided with complimentary bagels and coffee for their participation.
Debriefing. Following completion of all study procedures, participants were debriefed
and given an opportunity to ask questions and express concerns. As part of the debriefing
process, participants were told that the true purpose of the study was to examine the effects of
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competition on aggressive behavior, and that Laura was not a real participant. Rather, the
interaction with her was rather a way to measure interpersonal aggression without having to
actually upset anyone. They were informed that the NTT outcome was rigged, and their
performance was not indicative of their absolute or relative level of visuospatial intelligence
whatsoever. Participants who took part in a confederate session were also informed that the other
“participant” was really a confederate of the experiment (participants did not encounter the
confederate at any point following conclusion of the NTT). Participants were given the
opportunity to provide feedback to the study team and ask questions and were provided with
contact information for the principal investigator and a list of mental health and other campus
resources, including an informational packet about Title IX and available services through this
office.
Measures
Measures Administered in Part 1
Demographic Information. Participants completed a brief demographics form in order
to accurately characterize the sample. Items included participant racial and ethnic identity, age,
year in school, participation in athletics and Greek life, and relationship status, as well as
screening items reflecting inclusion/exclusion criteria listed above for non-SONA participants.
Psychopathic Traits. Psychopathic traits were assessed using the 64-item Self Report
Psychopathy Scale – III (SRP-III; Paulhus, Neumann, & Hare, in press). The SRP-III measures
psychopathic traits using the four-facet/two-factor model. Derived from the Psychopathy
Checklist-Revised (PCL-R; Hare, 2003), the SRP-III was developed to address problems with
application of the PCL-R to non-criminal samples (specifically, issues with collection of detailed
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life history and collateral review, as well as the PCL-R’s strong emphasis on criminal behavior;
Lilienfeld & Fowler, 2007). Evidence suggests superior functioning of the SRP-III in measuring
psychopathy among non-criminal populations, as it reduces the importance of criminal behavior
and increases the focus on affective and attitudinal components of the construct (Paulhus,
Neumann, & Hare, in press). The scale contains four facet level scales (Interpersonal
Manipulation, Callous Affect, Erratic Lifestyle and Criminal Tendencies) which may be
combined to generate scores for interpersonal-affective traits (Interpersonal Manipulation and
Callous Affect) and impulsive-antisocial traits (Erratic Lifestyle and Criminal Tendencies).
Participants rated each item on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). The SRP-III displays good convergent and divergent validity in various
populations, including college students (Mahmut, Menictas, Stevenson, & Homewood, 2011;
Neal & Sellbom, 2012). Reliability in the sample was good, with α=.85 for interpersonalaffective traits and α=.83 for impulsive-antisocial traits.
Self-Report Sexual Coercion Perpetration. In order to help validate the behavioral
sexual aggression paradigm, self-report past sexual coercion perpetration was measured using the
Post-Refusal Sexual Persistence Scale (PSP; Struckman-Johnson et al., 2003). The PSP presents
19 dichotomous items reflecting various coercive tactics used since age 16 to obtain sexual
contact after the partner had already refused. The PSP operationally defines sexual contact as
“sexual fondling or touching, oral-genital contact, or vaginal/anal penetration by any object or
body part”. The PSP tactics can be conceptually organized into four groups: Sexual Arousal (3
items – e.g. “I removed some of my own clothing to try and arouse them”), Emotional
Manipulation and Deception (8 items – e.g. “I told them I would blackmail them”), Exploitation
of the Intoxicated (2 items – e.g. “I took advantage of the fact that they were already drunk or
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high”), and Physical Force, Threats, or Harm (6 items – e.g. “I threatened them with a weapon”).
A total perpetration score may be obtained by summing the number of items positively endorsed.
In addition, previous psychometric work (Hoffmann & Verona, unpublished master’s thesis)
suggests that the PSP may be meaningfully divided into two further subscales (Verbal and NonVerbal coercion). The verbal coercion score is obtained by summing the number of items
endorsed in the Sexual Arousal and Emotional Manipulation and Deception scales, and the nonverbal coercion score is obtained by summing the number of positively endorsed items from the
Exploitation of the Intoxicated and Physical Force, Threats, and Harm scales. In terms of
validity, PSP scores have been shown to correlate highly with theoretically relevant constructs,
including psychopathic traits, mate poaching behavior, and sexual coercion victimization
(Centifanti, Thomson & Kwok, 2015). Reliability in the sample was somewhat low, with α=.67
for Verbal perpetration and α=.69 for Total perpetration. Cronbach’s alpha was not obtainable
for Nonverbal perpetration due to excessive proportion of zero-variance items (i.e., no
affirmative responses to the use of a weapon item were collected).
Beliefs About Masculinity. The Masculine Role Norms Inventory, Revised (MRNI-R;
Levant et al., 2007) is a 53 item measure designed to assess adherence to traditional masculine
gender norms. It was included to further validate film clip SA outcomes and study constructs
related to power (i.e., psychopathic traits). Crucially, the MRNI-R items are phrased to focus
only on beliefs about how men should feel and behave, and do not require comparison of
behaviors between genders to avoid conflation of beliefs about men and beliefs about women.
The MRNI-R yields seven subscales tapping into masculinity ideals of toughness, status, and
antifemininity (Thompson & Pleck, 1986). Subscale content and internal consistencies are as
follows: Avoidance of Femininity (8 items, e.g. “A man should prefer watching action movies to
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reading romantic novels”; α=.91), Negativity Toward Sexual Minorities (10 items, e.g.
“Homosexuals should never kiss in public”; α=.94), Extreme-Self Reliance (7 items, e.g. “Men
should not borrow money from friends or family members”; α=.85), Aggression (7 items, e.g.
“When the going gets tough, men should get tough”; α=.87), Dominance (7 items, e.g. “A man
should always be the boss”; α=.91), Non-relational Attitudes Toward Sexuality (6 items, e.g. “A
man should not turn down sex”; α=.82), and Restrictive Emotionality (8 items, e.g. “Men should
be detached in emotionally charged situations”; α=.90).
Alcohol Use. Because of its well-documented relationship with sexual coercion
perpetration (see Testa, 2002 for a review), problematic alcohol use was assessed using the
Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test Concise version (AUDIT-C; Bush, Kivlahan &
McDonnell, 1998) for use as a possible covariate. This brief 3-item scale is designed to screen
for problematic drinking and alcohol use disorders, and asks about drinking frequency, quantity,
and frequency of binge drinking (6 or more drinks at a time). Each item offers 5 response
choices, each corresponding to a point value from 0-4, which are then summed to create a total
score ranging from 0-12. Scores greater than 4 indicate high likelihood of problematic drinking,
with higher scores corresponding to greater severity of drinking problems. Reliability in the
sample was poor, with α=.45.
General Aggression. General propensity to aggressive behavior was measured using the
Buss-Warren Aggression Questionnaire, and used to help validate the SA paradigm (AQ; Buss &
Warren, 2000). This 34-item measure asks participants to rate their level of identification with of
statements about behavior, emotions, and attitudes related to aggression. These ratings are
completed using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “not at all like me” to “completely like me”.
The AQ yields both a total score as well as subscale scores for physical aggression (8 items, e.g.
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“If somebody hits me, I hit back”; α=.80), verbal aggression (5 items, e.g.: “When people annoy
me, I may tell them what I think of them”; α=.70), hostility (8 items, e.g.” I am suspicious of
overly friendly strangers”; α=.74), indirect aggression (6 items, e.g. “If I’m angry enough, I may
mess up someone’s work.”; α=.60), and anger (7 items, e.g. “Some of my friends think I'm a
hothead”; α=.84).
Power and Dominance Motivation. To examine trait dominance and explore the
relationships between psychopathic traits and specific aspects of dominance, the Power and
Dominance System Scales (Murphy, 2016) were administered during Part 1. The PDSS contains
39 items assessing participants’ experiences of and attitudes towards power and dominance, and
is divided into three 13-item subscales. The “Feeling Powerful” subscale contains items which
assess the individual’s perceived experiences of personal power (sample item: “I usually feel in
charge of the situation”; α=.86). The “Desire for Power” subscale measures an individual’s
motivation to acquire power and contains items such as “When I work with others, I like to take
the lead” (α=.86). Finally, the “Attention to Power” subscale measures the degree to which
participants notice and attend to power dynamics in interpersonal situations (sample item: “I can
immediately tell who is the ‘alpha’ in a group”; α=.92). This measure has been shown to provide
incremental validity above and beyond other measures of social dominance orientation in
predicting theoretically related constructs such as aggression and psychopathic traits (Murphy,
2016; McKinley, Hoffmann & Verona, in preparation).
Defensive Responding. In order to provide an estimate of defensive responding,
participants completed the 13 item “C” form of the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale
(MC-C; Reynolds, 1982; Strahan & Gerbasi, 1972). This scale is designed to measure
participants’ propensity to respond in a way that is perceived as socially desirable through
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presenting a series of infrequently occurring, culturally endorsed items (e.g. “No matter who I’m
talking to, I’m always a good listener”; “I’m always willing to admit it when I make a mistake”).
Each item is scored true or false, and the items are then summed to generate a total score. The
MC-C has shown comparable psychometric properties to the full MC-SDS in terms of
discriminating socially desirable responding, including in forensic and sex-offender populations
(Andrews & Meyer, 2003). Reliability in the sample was acceptable, KR-20=.73.
Measures Administered in Part 2
Affective State. To measure changes in affective state following the competition and
sexual aggression tasks, and to serve as a manipulation check of responses to status manipulation
(win or loss conditions), participants were administered select scales from the Positive and
Negative Affect Scale – Expanded form (PANAS-X; Watson & Clark, 1994). The full PANASX includes 60 items which coalesce into two general affect scales (Positive and Negative) and
eleven scales for measuring specific affects: Fear, Sadness, Guilt, Hostility, Shyness, Fatigue,
Surprise, Joviality, Self-Assurance, Attentiveness, and Serenity. At the suggestion of the
PANAS-X developers, only the scales most relevant to the proposed research questions were
retained in order to reduce the amount of time necessary for completion. Specifically, the 46
items required to compute the higher-order Positive Affect, higher-order Negative Affect, and
the lower-order Sadness, Guilt, Hostility, Serenity, Self-Assurance, and Joviality scales were
retained. These scales were chosen for their ability to capture not only general positive and
negative affective experiences, but also for the inclusion of specific items related to affective
experiences of power and status or lack thereof (e.g. proud, bold, fearless, daring, confident;
hostile, disgusted, angry at self, disgusted with self, dissatisfied with self). In an attempt to fully
capture changes in subjective feelings of status and power, four additional adjectives pulled from
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the PDSS Feeling Powerful subscale items were included as well (powerful, weak, dominant,
and timid). Reliability in the sample was good, with α=.88 for Positive Affect, α=.76 for
Negative Affect, α=.86 for Dominance, and α=.68 for Submissiveness.
Deception Check and Post-Study Assessment. In order to ascertain participants’ level
of suspicion regarding the competition and SA perpetration paradigms prior to debriefing, a
questionnaire was administered asking them to respond to a variety of questions regarding the
experiment. Specifically, they were asked to rate their own performance and level of effort
during the competition task as well as the other participant’s performance of a scale of 1 (very
poor) to 5 (excellent). They were also asked questions on a scale from 1 (disagree strongly) to 5
(agree strongly) regarding their impression of Laura’s response to the chosen film clip, including
how much she liked it, how uncomfortable she felt watching it, how upset it made her, and her
preference for various types of films. They were also provided with free response format
questions asking for their overall impressions of the study, any concerns about the study, prior
knowledge of the study, hypotheses about what was being measured, and any other general
feedback or suggestions.
Data Analytic Plan
Data Cleaning and Preliminary Analyses
Across both SONA and non-SONA samples, Part 1 data were checked for duplicate cases
(i.e., those which shared the same USF email address). In such cases, if both responses were
complete, the response which was completed first chronologically was retained. Otherwise, the
response with a greater proportion of completed data was retained. Six such duplicate cases were
excluded. Median completion time for Part 1 was 33.75 minutes for SONA participants
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(m=91.32, mode=24.03, SD=432.39) and 45.98 minutes for non-SONA participants (m=172.38,
mode=39.75, SD=715.42). The variability in completion times suggests participants may have
completed the questionnaires during multiple episodes, resulting in longer recorded survey
duration values. Participants with survey completion times of less than 10 minutes (n=3) were
excluded from analyses due to questionable response validity. Additionally, participants in Part 2
who expressed excessive suspicion about study procedures (i.e., stated in the post-task survey or
interviews prior to debriefing that they did not believe Laura was real, believed the NTT task to
be fixed, or correctly guessed the study’s actual research questions) were excluded as well (n=5).
Technical difficulties lead to loss of film clip task data for 5 participants, and the NTT
manipulation failed (i.e., the participant assigned to lose won, or participants tied) for 32
participants. This outcome occurred when one or both participants experienced difficulty
understanding the rules of the task, despite repeated corrective feedback from the experimenter,
or occurred due to natural variation in participant processing speed. These cases were also
excluded. A detailed diagram of participant attrition and data exclusion can be found in Figure 3.
After data screening and exclusions, 139 cases remained for analysis (66 in the winning
condition, 73 in the losing condition). Following data cleaning, scores were calculated for all
measures as described above, as well as the duration in seconds sent for each film clip (which
was the primary dependent variable). Descriptive statistics and zero-order correlation analyses
were performed in order to characterize the data and identify potential covariates for regression
analyses (see Tables 1-3).
Hypothesis Testing
To test hypotheses for Aim 1, the main effects of status threat on sexual aggression (i.e.,
number of seconds of sexual film clip sent), and Aim 2, the moderating effects of psychopathic
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traits on these effects, negative binomial regression analyses were conducted. The choice of
negative binomial regression was guided by the distribution of sexual clip duration data, which
was significantly right skewed and overdispersed (i.e., variance greater than the mean;
skewness= 4.27; m=6.04, variance=394.48). In secondary analyses, linear regressions using
Robust Maximum Likelihood estimation were used to assess the effects of status threat and
psychopathy on duration of the other film clips. The romantic non-explicit clip duration was
right skewed to a lesser degree than explicit clip, and as such was square-root transformed to
better fit assumptions of normality (raw skewness= 0.86, transformed skewness=-0.23). In
contrast, the neutral clip duration variable was notably left skewed, and as such was inverted
before being square root transformed (raw skewness= -0.84, transformed skewness=-0.10). As
such, it is important to note that results for the neutral clip duration analyses must be interpreted
in reverse (i.e., negative coefficient indicates a positive relationship between the independent
variable and duration of neutral clip sent).
Because of their zero-order associations with the dependent variables (see Table 1),
certain covariates were included in in the regressions to control for the confounding effects of
recruitment method (for analyses of neutral and romantic non-explicit clips), and overall
aggression as measured by AQ Total score (for analyses of the sexually explicit clip). Next, main
effect terms for NTT win/loss condition and each psychopathy factor score were entered into the
model. Two-way interaction terms were entered next (interpersonal-affective traits by NTT
condition, impulsive-antisocial traits by NTT condition, interpersonal-affective by impulsiveantisocial), and finally the three-way interaction term (interpersonal-affective by impulsiveantisocial by NTT condition) was entered. All continuous variables were standardized prior to
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entry into the model to aid in ease of interpretation. Significant interactions that emerged were
decomposed and interpreted using Aiken & West’s simple slopes technique (1991).
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Results
Film Clip Stills Validation
Using data from the male and female undergraduate volunteers, mixed model repeatedmeasures ANOVA were conducted on participant sexuality and romance ratings, with type of
clip (sexually explicit, romantic non-explicit, neutral) as within subject independent variable and
respondent gender (male, female) as between subject independent variable. Results suggest that
the three film clips varied from each other in terms of both perceived romance and sexuality. For
romance ratings, a significant main effect of clip emerged, (F(2, 50)=13.20, p<.001, ηp2=0.35).
Pairwise contrasts revealed that participants rated the romantic non-explicit clip (mromantic nonexplicit=4.52)

as significantly more romantic than both the neutral clip (p<.001; mneutral=3.15) and

the sexually explicit clip (p<.001; msexually explicit =3.45). There was no significant difference in
romance ratings between the neutral and sexually explicit clips (p=.38). There were no main
effects of respondent gender, nor was there a significant interaction between gender and clip.
For sexuality ratings, there was also a significant effect of clip (F(2, 50)=100.33, p<.001,
ηp2=.80). Participants rated the neutral clip as least sexual (mneutral=1.86), the romantic nonexplicit clip as more sexual (mromantic non-explicit=2.67), and the sexually explicit clip as the most
sexual (msexually explicit =4.89). Pairwise contrasts showed significant differences in sexuality
ratings between all three clips (neutral vs. romantic non-explicit: p=.002; neutral vs. sexually
explicit: p<.001; romantic non-explicit vs. sexually explicit: p<.001). As with romance ratings,
no significant main or interactive effects involving gender emerged. Taken in sum, these results
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suggest that as intended, the romantic non-explicit clip stills added to this task functioned as an
intermediate step in terms of degree of sexual content between the neutral and sexually explicit
clips. Further, results confirmed that the neutral clip was perceived as significantly less romantic
and less sexual than the sexually explicit clip, and that the sexually explicit clip was perceived
primarily as sexual in nature rather than romantic.
Results from qualitative focus groups echoed the quantitative results. Focus group
participants had largely positive responses to both the neutral and romantic non-explicit clip
stills, and both male and female participants agreed that the romantic non-explicit clip was more
sexual than the neutral clip. While female participants indicated they would largely feel
comfortable sharing the romantic non-explicit clip with a same-gender friend or even a female
stranger, they expressed some discomfort about the idea of sending this clip to a male friend or
stranger due to the potential for sexual or romantic implications. Male participants were divided
over whether sending the clip to a female acquaintance or stranger would carry a sexual
connotation. Some male focus group members expressed they would feel uncomfortable with the
implications of sharing the clip, others felt it would be largely benign. However, the majority of
male participants indicated they would feel some degree of discomfort sharing the romantic nonexplicit clip with a male friend or stranger due to a potential connotation of romantic/sexual
interest. One male participant articulated this in the following quote:
“[if a male friend sent this clip to me, I would respond by thinking] “what’s up man, what
are you trying to tell me?”
Both male and female participants were in majority agreement that the clip would likely be
disliked by someone who dislikes sexual content in media, although one male member disagreed
on this point. Both male and female focus groups agreed that the sexually explicit clip was the
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most sexual of the three clips, and unanimously expressed discomfort with the idea of sending
the clip to a platonic friend or stranger of any gender. All participants agreed that that sexually
explicit clip would likely be highly disliked by a person who dislikes sexual content in media and
that sending such a clip could potentially be considered an aggressive act.
Manipulation Check
PANAS-X
To examine whether the NTT manipulation successfully generated changes in feelings of
dominance/threat, a mixed model ANOVA was performed on PANAS-X Positive Affect,
Negative Affect, Dominance, and Submission scales as the dependent variables, using NTT
condition as the between subjects factor and time (baseline, post-NTT, post-film-clip) as the
within subjects factor (see Figures 4a-4d).
For PANAS-X Positive Affect, a significant, medium-sized main effect of time emerged
(F(2, 274)=27.93, p<.001, ηp2=.17), which was qualified by a small NTT x Time interaction
effect (F(1, 274)=7.65, p=.001, ηp2=.05). Examination of marginal means revealed significant
differences between winning participants and losing participants immediately post-NTT, with
winning participants reporting significantly higher positive affect than losing participants
(mwin=31.14, 95% CI= 29.18-33.01; mloss=27.53, 95% CI= 25.68-29.39). There were no
differences in Positive Affect scores between the two groups at either baseline (mwin=28.76, 95%
CI= 26.99-30.52; mloss=28.46, 95% CI= 26.78-30.15) or post-film clip task time points
(mwin=26.12, 95% CI= 23.97-28.27; mloss=25.73, 95% CI= 23.68-27.77).
For PANAS-X Negative Affect, ANOVA results also showed a significant and small
main effect of time (F(2, 274)=7.28, p=001, ηp2=.05); however, no main effect of NTT condition
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or interaction effects emerged. Both winning and losing participants experienced a mild increase
in negative affect from baseline to post-NTT (mbaseline=12.72, mpost-NTT=13.41, p=.02). There
were no statistically significant differences between negative affect scores from post-NTT to
post-film clip task, or from baseline to post-film clip task.
For PANAS-X Dominance, a significant small main effect of time emerged (F(2,
274)=7.39, p=.001, ηp2=.05), which was qualified by a moderately-sized NTT x Time interaction
(F(2, 274)=16.58, p<.001, ηp2=.11). Examination of marginal means revealed significant
differences between winning participants and losing participants immediately post-NTT, with
winning participants reporting significantly higher feelings of dominance than losing participants
(mwin=13.86, 95% CI= 12.72-15.01; mloss=11.69, 95% CI= 10.60-12.77). There were no
differences in Dominance scores between the two groups at either baseline (mwin=12.77, 95%
CI= 11.69-13.86; mloss=13.32, 95% CI= 12.28-14.35) or post-film clip task time points
(mwin=12.27, 95% CI= 11.01-13.53; mloss=12.00, 95% CI= 10.80-13.19).
PANAS-X Submissiveness results showed a small significant main effect of time
(F(1.86, 274)=13.80, p<001, ηp2=.09), but no main effect of NTT condition or interaction effects.
Both winning and losing participants experienced a decrease in submissiveness scores from
baseline to post-NTT (mbaseline=4.79, mpost-NTT=4.30, p<.001), and from baseline to post-film clip
task (mbaseline=4.79, mpost-film clip=4.16, p<.001). There was not a significant change in scores from
post-NTT to post-film clip task time points.
Taken together, these results suggest a significant impact of NTT condition on overall
positive affect and feelings of dominance, whereby those in the winning condition experienced
increases in these feelings immediately after completion of the task. In contrast, those in the
losing condition experienced decreases in both feelings of dominance and positive affect
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following the NTT. Both groups experienced heightened negative affect and decreased feelings
of submissiveness following the NTT.
Subjective NTT Performance
To further assess the effectiveness of the NTT manipulation, participants were asked to
assess their performance on the task during the post-session survey. Participants rated their
performance relative to the other participant on a scale from 0 (“much worse than them”) to 10
(“much better than them”), with a score of 5 indicating “about the same”. This variable was
analyzed both continuously and dichotomously. To create dichotomous scores, two dummy
variables were created for subjective win (i.e., scores 6-10 recoded as 1, scores 0-5 recoded as 0)
and subjective loss (i.e., scores 0-4 recoded as 1, scores 5-10 recoded as 0). Results indicated that
participants’ self-assessment of their performance was significantly associated with their
assigned condition, with 74.24% of winners rating their performance as 6 or higher, and 63.01%
of losers rating their performance as 4 or lower (χ2subjective win=52.01, p<.001; χ2subjective loss=48.82,
p<.001). Neither group was more likely to have rated their performance as a tie, with 19.70% of
winners and 21.92% of losers endorsing a score of 5 (χ2=0.10, p=.75). Using continuous scores
of performance ratings, an independent samples t-test revealed participants in the winning
condition rated their subjective performance significantly higher than those in the losing
condition (t=-9.54, p<.001; mwin= 6.56, mloss =3.89). Of note, although neither psychopathy
factor was related to subjective assessment of NTT performance, all three PDSS scales were
positively correlated with higher self-rated NTT performance scores (rfeeling powerful=.18, p=.04;
rattention to power=.20, p=.02; rdesire for power=.22, p=.01), as was MNRI avoidance of femininity scale
(r=.20, p=.02). No other variables from Part 1 were significantly correlated with self-rated NTT
performance.
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Main Analyses
Bivariate Correlations and Descriptive Statistics
Bivariate correlations and detailed descriptive information for the sample can be found in
Tables 1-3. The mean age of the sample was 20.19 (SD=3.16 min=18, max=43). Approximately
one quarter of participants identified as Hispanic (n=36; 25.90%) and over a third identified as
non-White (n=50, 35.97%). Over half of the sample had completed less than one year at USF
(n=75, 53.96%), and the majority of participants identified as single (not dating: n=80, 57.55%;
dating: n= 26, 18.71%). Only a small percentage of participants indicated that they belonged to a
Greek organization (n=4, 2.88%) or NCAA sports team (n= 2, 1.44%). There were no
differences on any demographic variables or recruitment method (SONA vs. non-SONA)
between participants randomly assigned to NTT win condition and participants randomly
assigned to NTT loss condition (χ2=1.26, p=.26), nor did these two groups differ from each other
on scores for any Part 1 measures. When examining differences by recruitment method, nonSONA participants scored significantly higher on total psychopathy (t=2.43, p=.02, mSONA=2.33,
mNon-SONA=2.51) and interpersonal-affective psychopathy (t=3.05, p=.003, mSONA=2.52, mNonSONA=2.77)

than did SONA participants. The group recruited through SONA also contained a

higher proportion of first-year students than did the group recruited through non-SONA methods
(χ2=10.41, p=.001). No other differences in demographics or Part 1 scores emerged based on
recruitment method.
For Part 2 measures, there were no differences by either NTT condition or recruitment
method for baseline PANAS-X Positive Affect, Negative Affect, Dominance, or Submissiveness
scores. Non-SONA participants were more likely than SONA participants to send the romantic
non-explicit clip and sent longer durations of this clip (mSONA=25.06 seconds, mNon-SONA=33.25
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seconds). SONA participants sent longer durations of the neutral clip (mSONA=90.42 seconds,
mNon-SONA=76.93 seconds) compared to non-SONA participants. Duration of sexually explicit,
romantic non-explicit, and neutral clips sent did not vary based on participant race, age,
relationship status, or other demographic variables.
Aims 1 and 2: Effects of Status Loss and Psychopathy on Film Clip(s) Duration
In order to test hypotheses for Aims 1 and 2 using duration of explicit sexual clip sent as
the outcome variable, negative binomial regression analyses were performed using MPLUS 7.2
(Muthen & Muthen, 1998-2012). Results of these analyses can be found in Table 4.
Analyses examining duration of the explicit sexual clip revealed significant main effects
of one of the covariates (AQ total score: b=0.22, p=.04, IRR=1.25) and NTT condition (b=-0.27,
p=.02, OR= 0.76), as well as a significant interpersonal-affective x NTT condition interaction
(b=0.90, p<.001, IRR=2.46). The impulsive-antisocial x NTT interaction effect was not
significant, and was small in size (b=-0.14, p=0.47, IRR=0.87). To decompose the interpersonalaffective x NTT interaction, the sample was split by NTT condition (win vs. loss), with results
suggesting a cross-over interaction. In the winning condition, simple effects revealed a
significant positive association with a large effect size between interpersonal-affective traits and
duration of explicit sexual clip sent (b=0.88, p<.001, IRR=2.41). In the losing condition,
interpersonal-affective traits were non-significantly negatively associated with duration of sexual
clip with a small effect size (b=-0.28, p=0.70, IRR=0.76). Notably, although not significant,
impulsive-antisocial traits were positively associated with duration of explicit clip sent with a
moderate to large effect size in the losing condition (b=0.74, p=.24, IRR=2.10).
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Analyses examining duration of the romantic non-explicit clip did not reveal any
significant main or interactive effects. All effects were very small to small in magnitude.
For neutral clip duration, significant main effects emerged for one of the covariates
(recruitment method: b=-0.19, p=.02, OR=0.83) and NTT condition (b=-0.19, p=.04, OR=0.83).
In addition, significant interactions emerged: interpersonal-affective traits x NTT condition
(b=0.30, p=.03, IRR=1.35) and interpersonal-affective traits x impulsive-antisocial traits x NTT
condition (b=0.23, p=.01, IRR=1.26). The interaction between impulsive-antisocial traits and
NTT condition was not significant and very small in magnitude (b=-0.09, p=.50, IRR=0.91). To
decompose the three-way interaction, the sample was first split by NTT condition (win vs. loss).
In the winning condition, an interpersonal-affective x impulsive antisocial traits interaction
(b=0.18, p=.03, IRR=1.20) emerged. This two-way interaction between interpersonal-affective
and impulsive-antisocial traits in the losing condition was opposite in direction to that of the
winning condition and similarly small in size (b=-0.14, p=0.21, IRR=0.87), although it failed to
reach significance. To further decompose the significant two-way interaction in the winning
condition, simple slopes analyses were performed.1 These results revealed that interpersonalaffective traits were more strongly associated with shorter durations of neutral clip sent when
impulsive-antisocial traits were high (b=0.56, p=.001, IRR=1.75)2 than when impulsiveantisocial traits were low (b=0.28, p=.04, IRR=1.32).

1

In the interest of a more complete understanding of relationships between the variables, simple slopes were also
performed for the losing condition as a supplemental analysis. These results revealed the relationship between
impulsive-antisocial traits and shorter duration of neutral clip sent was stronger at high levels of interpersonalaffective traits (b=0.28, p=.09, IRR=1.32) than at low levels of interpersonal-affective traits (b=0.04, p=.81,
IRR=1.04)
2

Note: Because the neutral clip duration variable was inverted prior to square root transformation to
account for negative skew, regression coefficients are interpreted inversely as well, i.e., positive
coefficients indicate a negative relationship between IV and DV.
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Supplemental and Post-Hoc Analyses
Removal of AQ Covariate
Because of the substantial conceptual and statistical overlap between general
aggressiveness measured by the AQ and impulsive-antisocial traits (r=.50, p<.001), analyses
were performed omitting this variable as a covariate in order to examine the effects on
impulsive-antisocial trait relationships to other variables (Table 5). Results were overall highly
similar to the above analyses in terms of the relationships between the NTT, interpersonalaffective traits, and sexually explicit clip duration sent. However in addition, although the
impulsive-antisocial x NTT condition interaction was small in magnitude and not significant in
the full sample model, impulsive-antisocial traits were positively associated with duration of
explicit sexual clip sent in the losing condition with a large effect size (b=1.01, p=.04, OR=2.75),
but not in the winning condition (b=0.07, p<.001, OR=1.08).
Potential Differences by Race/Ethnicity
Although self-reported race and ethnicity were not significantly related to clip outcome
measures, sexual clip duration was examined separately among White and Non-White
participants (the latter collapsed across participants who identified as Black/African American,
Asian, American Indian/Alaskan Native, or Other, due to small numbers for each specific
group). This exploration was conducted due to relevant intersections between race and social
power in the United States (e.g. Cazenave,1984). Overall results across the two race/ethnic
groups were similar in direction to the main analyses; however, some differences did emerge.
For Non-White participants, results were largely similar to the main analyses in direction, with
some differences in effect size. Although neither psychopathic trait nor their interaction emerged
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as significant in the losing condition, impulsive-antisocial traits were positively related with a
moderate effect size, compared to the large effect size in the main analyses (b=0.46, p=.40,
OR=1.58). In the winning condition, there was again a significant positive effect of
interpersonal-affective traits (although the effect was slightly smaller in magnitude than in the
main analyses; b=0.61, p<.001, OR=1.84), as well as an interpersonal-affective x impulsiveantisocial interaction such that duration of the sexual clip sent was highest when both traits were
high (b=1.04, p<.001, OR=2.83).
For White participants, results were also largely similar in the winning condition, with a
large significant main effect of interpersonal-affective traits (b=0.69, p<.001, OR=1.99). In the
losing condition, unlike in the main analyses, effects emerged for both impulsive-antisocial traits
(b=0.55, p<.000, OR=1.73) and interpersonal-affective traits (b=0.76, p<.001, OR=2.14). This
was qualified by an interpersonal-affective x impulsive antisocial interaction such that
impulsive-antisocial traits were significantly associated with longer duration of sexual clip sent
when interpersonal-affective traits were high (b=1.07, p<.001, OR=2.92), but not when they
were low (b=0.03, p=.88, OR=1.03).
Clip Duration Ratios
To further explore relationships between psychopathy traits and film clip choices,
regression analyses were run using ratios of clip duration (sexually explicit : neutral; sexually
explicit : romantic non-explicit; and neutral : romantic non-explicit) as the dependent variables
(see Table 6). Due to the highly skewed distributions of these ratio variables, they were
dichotomized such that ratios greater than 1 (sexually explicit clip duration > neutral clip
duration, sexually explicit clip duration > romantic non-explicit clip duration, romantic nonexplicit clip duration > neutral clip duration) were coded as 1, and ratios equal to or less than 1
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were coded as 0 . No significant main or interactive effects of NTT condition or psychopathy
traits emerged for the ratio of sexually explicit clip : neutral clip or romantic non-explicit clip :
neutral clip. For the ratio of sexually explicit clip : romantic non-explicit clip, an interpersonalaffective x NTT interaction emerged (B=3.85, p=.04, IRR=46.99), such that interpersonalaffective traits were associated with higher ratios of sexually explicit clip duration compared to
the romantic non-explicit clip in the winning condition (B=2.69, p=.04, IRR=14.73), but not the
losing condition (B=-1.35, p=.04, IRR=0.26).
Power Orientation
In order to more explicitly explore the role of power orientation on the relationships
between NTT condition and clip duration, the same regression analyses were conducted as
described above, but with the PDSS Feeling Powerful, Attention to Power, and Desire for Power
subscale scores substituted for psychopathic traits (see Table 7). For the sexually explicit clip,
higher AQ scores (covariate) were associated with longer clip duration (b=0.44, p<.001,
IRR=1.55) regardless of NTT condition. In addition, a significant interaction emerged between
PDSS Desire for power scores and NTT condition (b=0.99, p=.002, IRR=2.69). Splitting the
sample by NTT condition revealed that higher Desire for power was associated with longer
sexual clip duration in the winning condition with a moderate to large effect size, (b=0.71,
p<.001, IRR=2.03) and was non-significantly negatively associated in the losing condition with a
moderate effect size (b=-0.63, p=.36, IRR=0.53).
For the romantic non-explicit clip, longer duration of clip sent was associated with nonSONA recruitment method with a small effect size (b=-0.16, p=.04, OR=0.85), losing NTT
condition with a small effect size (b=-0.20, p=.02, OR=0.82), and lower scores on PDSS Feeling
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powerful scale with a small effect size (b=-0.25, p=.02, IRR=0.78). There were no other
significant main or interaction effects.
In the neutral clip analysis, results revealed that SONA recruitment method (b=0-.23,
p=.002, OR=0.79) and PDSS Feeling powerful scores (b=-0.29, p=.006, IRR=0.75) were
associated with longer duration of neutral clip sent, both with small effects. No other main or
interaction effects emerged.
Masculinity Beliefs
Finally, to examine the interaction between masculinity beliefs and status threat on clip
duration outcomes, the same regression analyses were performed as described above, except
using the MNRI Total score to replace psychopathy scores (see Table 8). No main or interactive
effects emerged for the sexually explicit clip duration.
Main effects of NTT condition (b=-0.19, p=.03, OR=0.83) and recruitment method (b=0.16, p=.03, OR=0.85) emerged for the romantic non-explicit clip such that non-SONA
recruitment method and NTT loss condition were associated with longer clip duration. SONA
recruitment method was associated with longer duration of neutral clip sent (b=-0.23, p=.003,
OR=0.79). All effects were small in size.
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Discussion
The goal of this study was to test a theoretical model of sexual aggression whereby
threats to social status may promote the use of sexual aggression among men in an attempt to
recoup a sense of status, and that men with certain predisposing personality traits (i.e.,
psychopathy) may engage in sexually aggressive behavior particularly following a loss of intermale status. Informed by both evolutionary and feminist conceptual models of sexual aggression,
this study is the first of its kind to consider the ways in which individual personality traits
interface with same-gender social interactions to generate sexual aggression. I sought to test this
expansion using an experimental paradigm involving an analogue of sexual aggression
perpetration.
The findings suggest partial support for initial hypotheses, in that winning and not losing
an intermale status challenge was most clearly associated with engagement in sexual aggression,
and psychopathic personality traits moderated the effects of status challenge on sexual
aggression. Our original hypothesis was that impulsive-antisocial traits would relate to SA
perpetration in the losing but not winning condition. Although the relationship between
impulsive-antisocial traits and SA perpetration in the status loss condition was large in
magnitude and in the hypothesized direction (i.e., impulsive-antisocial traits positively related to
SA in losing but negatively related in winning conditions), it did not rise to statistical
significance. Instead, interpersonal-affective traits were significantly linked to SA behavior
among competition winners, also with a large effect size, but were negatively associated with SA
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in the losing condition (although this effect was small in size). These findings suggest multiple
pathways to SA perpetration that are predicated on both situational and personality variables; one
a more proactive approach activated by status gain, the other a reactive response to status loss.
The presence of these equifinal paths holds implications for the understanding of the roles of
biological, social and psychopathological factors in shaping SA behavior.
Aim 1: Inter-Male Status and the Likelihood of SA Perpetration
As predicted, main effects of status challenge were absent to modest, with only a small
effect on the neutral clip duration. Contrary to the initial hypothesis, however, status loss was not
associated with longer duration of sexual clip sent (i.e., sexual aggression) but rather with longer
duration of neutral clip sent (less aggressive behavior). This may be reflective of a response
pattern representing the “majority” prosocial mating strategy, and submission or nonaggressiveness in the face of status loss (Mazur & Booth, 1998). Given that SA is a relatively
uncommon mating strategy, it makes sense that any overall main effects of status loss would
manifest in this direction. The small size of this effect again emphasizes the importance of
individual-level attributes in shaping responses to status challenge (in particular the role of social
dominance orientation and related personality traits) and provides support for the proposed
theoretical model.
Interestingly, in the supplemental models, a main effect of NTT condition emerged such
that losing participants sent longer durations of the sexually explicit clip than winning
participants, regardless of masculinity beliefs or power orientation. This effect was marginally
significant (p=.05) in the main analysis of romantic non-explicit clip duration. The meaning of
these effects may be clarified by the results of the supplemental analyses examining the relative
ratios of each clip sent. While no main or interactive effects of psychopathic traits and NTT
53

condition emerged for the ratios of either sexually explicit or romantic non-explicit clip to
neutral clip, there was an interpersonal-affective x NTT condition interaction in the analyses of
the ratio of sexually explicit clip to romantic non-explicit clip. Interpersonal-affective traits were
associated with higher sexually explicit to romantic non-explicit clip duration ratios only in the
winning condition, just as in the other sexually explicit clip analyses. This suggests that this
particular subset of participants (high scorers on interpersonal-affective in the win condition)
may have sent longer durations of the sexually explicit clip at the expense of the romantic nonexplicit clip. Combined with the main effect findings that losing NTT condition was associated
with romantic non-explicit clip duration, this may suggest that sending the romantic non-explicit
clip also functions as a more “submissive” response. However, negative zero-order relationships
between the romantic non-explicit clip and neutral clip, positive zero-order relationships between
the romantic non-explicit clip and interpersonal-affective traits, and results of both quantitative
and qualitative piloting suggest sending the romantic non-explicit clip may represent a more
covert or subtle form of SA. Further work is necessary to clarify the functioning of this clip.
Aim 2: Moderating Effects of Psychopathic Traits
The second aim of the current study was to explore the specifics of the interactions
between individual psychopathy traits and inter-male status competition in generating sexually
aggressive behavior. Results supported the theoretical assertion that personality traits produce a
heterogeneous response to inter-male status change that is associated with SA engagement.
Impulsive-antisocial traits were not significantly associated with longer duration of
unwanted sexual content sent in the losing condition as predicted, although the direction of
effects was as hypothesized and the effect size was large. Of note, however, when AQ total
scores were removed from the sexual film clip analyses, a significant positive relationship
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between impulsive-antisocial traits and duration of sexual clip emerged in the losing condition as
predicted (see post-hoc and supplemental analyses section). This is likely due to the significant
psychometric and conceptual overlap between the AQ, which measures general hostility and
aggressiveness, and impulsive-antisocial traits, which are marked by behavioral disinhibition,
aggressiveness, and engagement in criminal behavior (Hare et al., 1990). Combined with the
overall direction of NTT x impulsive-antisocial effects (i.e., positively associated with SA in the
losing condition at large effect size and negatively associated in the winning condition at small
effect size), this suggests it is possible the hypothesized effect is present but may be escaping
detection due to power limitations. It further suggests that it is the core aggressive characteristics
of impulsive-antisocial traits that drive such an effect, rather than components largely not
captured by the AQ (e.g., parasitic lifestyle, irresponsibility). This would fit conceptually with
both the evolutionary understanding of SA as a fundamentally antisocial, alternative mating
strategy, and from a feminist perspective, as a quintessentially aggressive act. Although not
significant and small in magnitude, the findings that impulsive-antisocial traits were negatively
related to SA in the winning condition further underscores the conceptualization of SA (at least
for a subset of individuals), as a reactive, aggressive response that is not activated under
conditions of status gain. Indeed, this finding may reflect engagement in prosocial mating
behaviors among those high in impulsive-antisocial traits when the position in the inter-male
hierarchy (and thus, the opportunity for success) is perceived as high.
Results did provide robust support for the interactive effects of interpersonal-affective
traits and inter-male status gain on SA behavior. Across multiple analyses, interpersonalaffective traits were associated with longer duration of sexual clip sent in the winning condition
with large effect sizes, emphasizing the interplay between inter-male social interactions and
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individual personality traits in generating SA. These results align with findings that men who are
highly motivated to exert control over others showed higher testosterone levels and engaged in
proactive aggression following a competition win than did men who scored lower on this
particular personality trait (Vongas & Al Hajj, 2017). This dovetails with traditional
understandings of the social dominance construct as it relates to interpersonal-affective traits.
From an evolutionary perspective, this may represent a sense of entitlement to exerting one’s
will over others (including mating privileges) earned by a successful challenge to the inter-male
hierarchy (de Waal, 1986). Combined with the callousness and lack of empathy that characterize
interpersonal-affective traits, this sense of entitlement may then lead to aggressive mating tactics
in those high on this particular aspect of psychopathy.
Using this conceptualization may also help interpret the findings that the association
between interpersonal-affective traits and SA was negative (although not statistically significant
and small in magnitude) in the losing condition. This may suggest that rather than an emotionally
reactive behavior in response to loss of status, those high in interpersonal-affective traits engage
in SA as a more proactive behavior. Further, interpersonal-affective traits were more strongly
associated with masculinity beliefs than were impulsive-antisocial traits at the zero order level,
again highlighting the parallels between the gender dominance beliefs represented in feminist
conceptualizations of SA and more general social dominance orientation exhibited by
interpersonal-affective traits. This is further emphasized by the pattern of results for PDSS
Desire for power scores on duration of sexual clip sent, which closely parallel the results for
interpersonal-affective traits (i.e., higher desire for power was positively associated with greater
duration of sexual clip sent with large effects in the winning condition, and was modestly nonsignificantly negatively associated in the losing condition). Taken together, these results suggest
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that strong desire to exert power over others may lead to sexually aggressive behavior under
conditions of successful status challenge, and may represent a more proactive than reactive form
of aggression. This particular path to SA fits comfortably within traditional feminist
understandings of the function of SA as an oppressive behavior designed to exert power over
women, as well as within evolutionary paradigms of mating privileges and inter-male hierarchy
(Brownmiller, 1975; Buss & Malamuth, 1996).
Interestingly, post-hoc analyses suggest that race may influence some of these
relationships. White men but not Non-White men sent longer durations of the sexual clip in the
losing condition when both impulsive-antisocial and interpersonal-affective traits were high. It is
possible that White men experiencing a loss of social status may feel an even greater intensity of
threat due to violations of their expected privilege, a phenomenon known as “aggrieved
entitlement” (Kimmel, 2013). Although preliminary, these findings suggest that intersections
between race and power may be important to consider when examining the relationships between
psychopathy, status, and SA. More research with higher statistical power is needed to clarify the
presence or absence of such effects and to further confirm or refute the role of SA as a reactive
act of aggression in an attempt to recoup status in the face of inter-male status loss.
Limitations, Strengths, and Future Directions
Although the current study provides many contributions to the literature on SA,
psychopathic traits, and competition and aggression, it is not without limitations. As with any
study employing self-report survey methodology, questions of participant bias, misinterpretation
of survey items, and distracted or defensive responding must be acknowledged. Careful data
screening procedures and survey instructions were employed to mitigate these concerns;
however, it is impossible to identify and eliminate all sources of participant bias from Part 1 data.
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Similarly, although university undergraduates represent a population for whom SA is a
particularly germane concern (Adams-Curtis & Forbes, 2004), caution must be exercised in
applying the findings to other groups, including community adults, incarcerated men, and
convicted sex offenders. Our sample’s scores on measures of psychopathic traits were normally
distributed with good range and are comparable to other studies using undergraduate male
samples (e.g., Hoffmann & Verona, 2019; Miller, Watts & Jones, 2011). However, it is difficult
to objectively assess the overall level of psychopathy in our sample compared to high
psychopathy groups (i.e., incarcerated men), as the SRP-III appears to capture the construct
differently among forensic samples (Kelsey, Rogers & Robinson, 2015). It is possible that those
higher on the dimension of psychopathy, who are unlikely to be widely represented outside of
forensic or criminal contexts, may demonstrate differences in the relationships between
psychopathy, status threat, and SA.
Further, generalization of results extends only to heterosexual, cisgendered men, despite
the fact that SA is also perpetrated by heterosexual women (Schatzel-Murphy et al., 2011) and
sexual minority individuals (Fournier, Hoffmann, Pathak, & Verona, under review). Social and
evolutionary forces may have vastly different impacts in shaping SA behavior among these
groups. Indeed, the current literature suggests that men and women show different relationships
between psychopathic traits and SA (Hoffmann & Verona, 2019), gender-role beliefs and SA
(Schatzel-Murphy, 2009) and aggressive responses to competition (Carré et al, 2009). In
addition, supplemental analyses in the current study indicated that race may moderate
relationships between psychopathic traits, social status, and SA. Due to sample size limitations
however, these preliminary analyses were restricted to comparison between White and NonWhite participants. Given the variation cultural stereotypes related to race, gender, and power,
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additional analysis at a more granular and nuanced level than simply White vs. Non-White by
studies with higher numbers of minority participants is warranted. Further research is necessary
to develop an accurate understanding of the ways in which these relationships function in a wider
cross-section of individuals, and how they intersect with race, sexuality, cultural background,
and other aspects of diversity. Finally, it is worth noting that scores on the included measure of
masculinity beliefs (the MNRI) were low in the collected sample, and were uncorrelated with
measures of social desirability, suggesting this is not merely an artifact of defensive responding.
As such, it is difficult to make strong conclusions for analyses including MNRI scores given the
restricted range in this area. It is possible that this reflects changing prevalence of these beliefs in
a college age population as cultural norms undergo an egalitarian shift (Lamont, Roach, & Kahn,
2018), or it may simply be that these items do not capture current manifestations of the core
underlying beliefs. Further work in this area is indicated.
Although this study’s use of an experimental paradigm represents a significant area of
strength, there are limitations of this methodology that bear discussion as well. As with all
laboratory-based experiments, improved internal control comes at the cost of ecological validity.
Although results suggest the NTT functioned effectively as a competition mechanism, creating
differential patterns of emotional and behavioral responses in winners and losers (as evidenced
by PANAS-X and post-film clip task questionnaire results), these effects were small to moderate
in size. Further, the NTT’s affective impact was mostly in the direction of positively salient
emotions (Positive Affect and Dominance) during the win condition, and little change in
negative emotions in the lose condition. This may be due to failure of the NTT to generate strong
negative responses in losers, or it may be to due to masculine role norms that value suppression
of negative emotional expression and emphasize toughness (Thompson & Pleck, 1986). It is also
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possible that the results reflect differences in overall emotional arousal, as the positively
valenced scales contained more “active” or high-arousal terms than did the negatively valenced
scales. Further, although NTT performance has demonstrated good efficacy in influencing
aggressive behavior and hormonal responses in men, it may not present an explicit threat to
masculinity and status in the same way that a more overtly masculine competition (such as a test
of strength or physical prowess) might. Further work may wish to explore the possibility that
different tasks that explicitly frame the activity as a test of masculinity may evoke stronger
responses in participants. Finally, a non-negligible number of participants had to be excluded
from analyses due to problems arising during NTT administration, further decreasing statistical
power. Consistent use of confederates during this task (to allow for greater control over
participant variation in processing speed) may be beneficial in future research utilizing this task.
Other variations to NTT procedure (such as the inclusion of a “small celebration” for the winner,
as in Vongas & El Hajj, 2017) may also provide an increased effect size, thus enhancing power
further.
Regarding the SA analogue film clip task, the question of external validity is also
relevant. In particular, results surrounding the functioning of the newly-added romantic nonexplicit clip are somewhat unclear as to whether selection of this clip functions as a sexually
aggressive behavior. Quantitative and qualitative results from the piloting phase suggest that the
clip is perceived as an intermediary stimulus in terms of sexual content falling between the
neutral and sexually explicit clip, and zero-order correlations between romantic non-explicit clip
duration and psychopathy variables suggest it may function as analogue for SA in some sense.
This is further supported by the finding that both sexually explicit and romantic non-explicit
clips durations were negatively correlated with length of neutral clip sent at much greater effect
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sizes (r=-.57 and -.67 respectively) than with each other (r = -.10). However, the high base-rate
of romantic non-explicit clip sent (almost 70% of the sample sent at least some amount of the
clip) and overall pattern of relationships between romantic non-explicit clip duration and other
key variables in both correlation and regression analyses suggest it may be functionally closer to
the neutral clip than the sexually explicit clip. Further, neither the sexually explicit clip duration
nor the romantic non-explicit clip duration were correlated with self-report SA. This may be due
in part to differences in measurement between self-report and behavioral measures (i.e., the
barriers to actually engaging in a behavior under laboratory conditions may be higher than the
barriers to reporting a past behavior on an online questionnaire).
As such, it is possible that sending of the sexual clip represents a higher degree of
severity of SA. The prevalence of sending the sexually explicit clip in this sample (roughly 26%)
is consistent with rates of self-report SA across a variety of studies of college men (Palmer,
McMahon & Fissel, 2020). Further qualitative exploration of these clips themselves, as well as
participant rationale for clip choice and combinations, may provide insight as to how they
function in isolation and as sets. Another possibility is that sending the sexually explicit clip may
overlap with other constructs in addition to SA, such as more generally aggressive or “trolling”
behavior. However, the findings of relationships between clip duration, NTT condition, and
interpersonal-affective traits even after controlling for more general aggressiveness suggest that
sending the sexually explicit clip does indeed represent a sexually aggressive act. Future research
which seeks to further explore this possibility by introducing alternative “unpleasant” film clip
options (such as violent or simply disliked content) may be enlightening in this respect.
Similarly, given associations between perceived attractiveness and social power, future
work examining the importance of both male and female confederate attractiveness level on
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participants’ responses may prove fruitful (Haas & Gregory, 2005). Competition against a highly
masculine appearing/attractive confederate may evoke a stronger sense of threat, and
subsequently a stronger aggressive response than competing against a man of more average
attractiveness. It is also possible that adjusting the attractiveness of the female confederate may
further increase or decrease the salience of mating cues, thus changing the intensity of any
feelings of status gain or loss. Given the apparent relevance of race in the relationships between
social status, competition, and SA, varying confederate race may provide important information
regarding power, SA, and racial stereotypes; using a Non-White female confederate may
increase the incidence of SA due to social stereotypes (for example, stereotypes of Black women
as sexualized; Cheeseborough, Overstreet, & Ward, 2020, or of East Asian women as
submissive; Kang, 2002).
In spite of these limitations, the study also presents several areas of strength. Foremost,
the use of an experimental paradigm to examine the role of psychopathic traits and competition
on sexually aggressive behavior provides strong internal validity. By manipulating the effects of
inter-male status challenge within a laboratory setting, we are able to identify important aspects
of the complex set of social interactions that surround the perpetration of SA that have not been
previously explored. The use of an in-laboratory SA analogue paradigm provides important
information about the behavior that may be difficult to capture using self-report methodology. It
is notable that while self-report SA measures were significantly correlated with social
desirability measures (r=-.26 to -.27, p<.05), film clip task outcomes were not. This suggests that
while self-report measures may underestimate the prevalence of SA or otherwise be subject to
participant bias, the film clip analogue task is less sensitive to demand characteristics and as such
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offers a more accurate way to examine relationships between other variables and the SA
construct.
As the first study to examine the specific role of inter-male competition in shaping the
relationships between psychopathic traits and sexually aggressive behavior, this study fills a gap
in the literature that holds implications for our understanding of SA, and also expands the
nomological net of psychopathic traits and their relationships to dominance. As science moves
away from strict positivism towards a greater integration between the previously “incompatible”
epistemological standpoints of evolutionary and feminist theory (see Davis, 2020 for a rich
discussion), this study provides empirical evidence for the overlap between these two viewpoints
on the controversial issue of SA. The findings highlight the importance of complex systems in
the generation of SA behavior including dynamic social interactions and individual personality
characteristics, all of which are likely shaped by a constellation of social and biological forces.
Future directions include exploration of the role of hormonal variables (in particular,
testosterone) in the relationships between psychopathic traits, inter-male competition, and SA.
Examining the impact of other socially-linked dynamic factors, such as alcohol consumption and
intoxication, on the relationships between psychopathic traits and status change on SA may also
prove fruitful in improving our understanding of these processes.
Finally, another fascinating area for further examination would be the role of bystander
effects in potentiating or mitigating competition by psychopathy interactions. Given the
complexity of inter-male interactions and the robust evidence for bystander effects on SA (e.g.,
Parrott et al., 2012), exploring the differential impact of same-gender bystanders under
conditions of status-change and varying levels of psychopathy may provide valuable insight for
improvements to existing SA education and prevention efforts. Findings that SA is associated
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with interpersonal-affective traits may suggest that existing bystander-intervention and SA
prevention paradigms that rely heavily on building empathy and developing pro-social masculine
norms (e.g. Basile et al., 2016) may be less effective for this group of perpetrators. Further
exploration of emotional and cognitive processes that may mediate the relationships between
competition, interpersonal-affective traits, and SA may provide more fruitful avenues for
interventions to reduce SA for this group. On a broader cultural level, these findings provide
support for the critical role of social movements, such as the #MeToo, in drawing awareness to
the likely increased risk of perpetration from individuals in positions of power. They also
highlight the importance of developing strong policies and guidelines at the organizational level
to reduce opportunities for sexual exploitation of women by individuals in power, and to provide
strong support for recourse for subordinates when reporting SA perpetrated by supervisors or
superiors.
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Appendix A: Figures

Figure 1. Conceptual Overlap Between Feminist and Evolutionary Conceptualizations of Sexual
Aggression.
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Figure 2. Proposed Conceptual Model of SA as Status Repair Mechanism
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Figure 3. Study Recruitment and Exclusion Flowchart
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Figure 4. PANAS-X Marginal Means
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Figure 5. Simple Slopes Analysis for Psychopathy Factors Interaction for Neutral Clip Duration
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Appendix B: Tables

Table 1. Zero-Order Correlations
1
Sexually explicit film clip duration
(1)
Romantic non-explicit film clip
duration (2)

2

3

4

5

-0.10

1

-.57**

-0.76**

1

PSP Verbal perpetration (4)

0.03

0.12

-0.12

1

PSP Nonverbal perpetration (5)

0.05

0.07

-0.09

0.53**

-0.12

**

SRP Interpersonal-Affective (7)
SRP Impulsive-antisocial (8)
SRP Total (9)
AQ Total (10)
MNRI Total (11)
PDSS Feeling powerful (12)
PDSS Attention to power (13)
PDSS Desire for power (14)
MC-SDS-C (15)
AUDIT-C (16)

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

1

Neutral film clip duration (3)

PSP Total perpetration (6)

6

0.04

0.12

0.22

*

0.22

**

0.24

**

0.18

*

0.11
-0.02
0.05
0.08
-0.13
0.04

0.17

*

0.14
0.17

*

-0.10
-0.02
-0.10
-0.02
-0.01
0.07
-0.04

0.99

-0.28

**

-0.26

**

-0.30

**

-0.04
-0.06
0.10
-0.02
-0.05
0.02
0.00

0.14
0.27

**

0.22

**

0.21

**

0.04

1

0.04

0.13

0.15
0.10
0.06

0.12

0.02

0.22

*

0.20

*

0.03

0.15

-0.14
0.23

0.27

0.03

0.08
**

1
**

0.16

0.04

0.15

0.16

0.65**

-0.04

0.15

-0.27

1

**

-0.26
0.18

**

*

0.66**

1

0.91

**

0.91**

0.46

**

0.50

**

0.53**

1

0.35

**

0.17

*

0.28**

0.40**

1

0.28

**

0.24

**

-0.03

0.16

0.46

**

0.39

**

*

0.49

**

0.42

**

-0.35
0.29

**

**

0.16
0.25

**

0.27

**

-0.33
0.33

**

**

1

-0.37
0.34

**

**

0.18

**

0.26
0.55**
0.27

**

*p<.05, **p<.01
SRP= Self Report Psychopathy Scale – III; MNRI = Masculine Role Norms Inventory, Revised
PDSS= Power and Dominance System Scales; AQ=Aggression Questionnaire; PSP=Post-refusal Sexual Persistence Scale;
AUDIT-C= Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test Concise; MC-SDS = Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale “C” form
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1

0.23

**

0.57**

0.31

**

**

-0.15
0.17

0.69
0.11
0.16

1
0.71**
-0.20
0.27

*

**

1
-0.16
0.28

**

1
-0.19*

1

Table 2. Demographics

n (%)

Years completed at USF
Less than one

75 (53.96)

One

31 (22.30)

Two

14 (10.07)

Three

11 (7.91)

Four or more

8 (5.76)

Ethnicity
Hispanic

36 (25.90)

Non-Hispanic

103 (74.10)

Race
American Indian/Alaskan Native

1 (0.72)

Asian

21 (15.11)

Black/African American

13 (9.35)

White

89 (64.03)

Other

15 (10.79)

Relationship Status
Single, not dating

80 (57.55)

Single, dating
Committed relationship, living
separately

26 (18.71)

Committed relationship, living together

5 (3.60)

Married/Domestic Partnership

3 (2.16)

Divorced/Separated

0 (0.00)

Widowed

0 (0.00)

Recruitment
method
differences
(χ2)

0.79

10.41**

0.01

0.55

0.08

1.07

1.33

0.40

0.53

1.07

0.56

1.04

0.84

0.91

9.17**

0.95

0.00

0.04

25 (17.99)

Greek affiliation
Fraternity member

NTT
condition
differences
(χ2)

Part 2
completers vs.
noncompleters
differences
(χ2)

4 (2.88)

Sports participation
NCAA athlete

2 (1.44)

Club or intramural sports athlete

26 (18.71)

*p<.05, **p<.01
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics

Scale (Part 1)
SRP (n=139)
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
Total
MNRI (n=137)
Avoidance of femininity
Negativity toward sexual
minorities
Extreme self reliance
Aggression
Dominance
Non-relational attitudes toward
sexuality
Restrictive emotionality
Total†
PDSS (n=137)
Feeling Powerful
Attention to Power
Desire for Power
Total
AQ (n=137)
Anger
Hostility
Verbal
Physical
Indirect
Total
PSP (n=137)
Verbal perpetration†
Nonverbal perpetration†
Total perpetration †
AUDIT (n=137)
Total
MC-SDS (n=137)
Total

Recruitment
method
differences
(t/Z)

Part 2
completers
vs. Part 2
noncompleters
differences
(t/Z)

Mean

SD

NTT
condition
differences
(t/Z)

2.60
2.17
2.38

0.44
0.43
0.4

-0.25
0.96
0.38

3.05**
1.35
2.43*

0.20
-0.01
-0.11

2.64

1.34

1.95
3.68
3.61
2.31

1.14
1.39
1.44
1.25

2.16
2.39
2.64

1.01
1.25
1.07

-0.61

-0.52

-1.59

61.26
46.15
47.82
285.5

9.92
10.8
9.64
42.98

0.24

1.4

0.37

14.38
21.39
14.55
17.65
14.78
82.52

5.78
6.16
3.96
5.85
4.23
20.63

-0.19

-0.04

1.76

0.62
0.06
0.67

1.2
0.23
1.35

-0.171
-0.681
-0.213

-1.22
-0.34
-1.24

-1.62
-1.24
-1.62

1.07

1.99

-1.3

-0.29

0.32

7.31

2.93

1.15

-0.04

-0.54

86

Table 3 (Continued)

Scale (Part 2)
PANAS-X (n=139)
Positive affect (baseline)
Negative affect (baseline)
Dominance (baseline)
Submissiveness (baseline)
Film Clip Task (n=139)
Sexually explicit clip duration (seconds)†
Romantic non-explicit clip duration
(seconds)†
Neutral clip duration (seconds)†

Mean

SD

NTT
condition
differences
(t/Z)

Recruitment
method
differences
(t/Z)

18.6
12.7
13.1
4.78

7.24
3.41
4.46
2.06

-0.24
-1.5
0.72
-0.76

1.82
1.35
1.25
0.34

6.04

19.86

-0.28

-1.78

27.42
86.54

25.4
30.64

Dichotomized variables
PSP Verbal perpetration dichotomized
PSP Nonverbal perpetration dichotomized
PSP Total perpetration dichotomized
Sexually explicit clip sent
Romantic non-explicit sent
Neutral clip sent

Yes (%)
37 (27.00)
6 (4.38)
37 (27.00)
26 (18.71)
97 (69.78)
134 (96.40)

No (%)
100 (73.00)
131 (95.62)
100 (73.00)
113 (81.29)
42 (30.22)
5 (3.60)

2.43*
1.62
NTT
condition
differences
(χ2)
0.25
0.45
0.25
0.08
8.88**
2.2

2.24*
2.99**
Recruitment
method
differences
(χ2)
2.58
0.1
2.58
2.85
4.31*
0.2

*p<.05, **p<.01
†
Indicates non-normal distribution, Mann-Whitney U test used (z statistic reported)
SRP= Self Report Psychopathy Scale – III; MNRI = Masculine Role Norms Inventory, Revised;
PDSS= Power and Dominance System Scales; AQ=Aggression Questionnaire; PSP=Post-refusal Sexual Persistence Scale;
AUDIT-C= Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test Concise; MC-SDS = Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale “C”
form.

87

Table 4a. Duration of Sexually Explicit Clip Sent
Variable
AQ Total score
NTT
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
NTT* Interpersonal-affective
NTT*Impulsive-antisocial
Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial
NTT*Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial
Split by NTT condition
Winning cases only (n=66)
Variable
AQ Total score
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
Interpersonal-affective * Impulsive-antisocial
Losing cases only (n=73)
Variable
AQ Total score
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
Interpersonal-affective * Impulsive-antisocial

b
0.22
-0.28
-0.08
0.16
0.90
-0.14
-0.14
0.05

Std. Error
0.11
0.12
0.18
0.20
0.16
0.19
0.12
0.12

p
0.04*
0.02*
0.65
0.43
0.00*
0.47
0.24
0.72

OR/IRR
1.25

b
0.26
0.88
-0.10

Std. Error
0.07
0.10
0.14

p
0.00*
0.00*
0.50

OR/IRR

-0.16

0.08

0.03*

0.85

b
0.53
-0.28
0.74
-0.51

Std. Error
0.52
0.73
0.62
0.34

p
0.31
0.70
0.24
0.13

OR/IRR
1.70

0.76
0.92
1.17
2.46
0.87
0.87
1.05

1.30
2.41
0.90

0.76
2.10
0.60

*p<.05, **p<.01; NTT = Number Tracking Task; AQ = Aggression Questionnaire

Table 4b. Duration of Romantic Non-Explicit Clip Sent
Variable

b
-.16
-0.20
0.06
0.08
0.09
-0.06
-0.11
0.02

Recruitment method

NTT condition
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
NTT* Interpersonal-affective
NTT*Impulsive-antisocial
Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial
NTT*Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial
*p<.05, **p<.01; NTT = Number Tracking Task
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Std. Error
0.08
0.10
0.14
0.11
0.15
0.14
0.10
0.13

p
0.05
0.05
0.69
0.50
0.52
0.66
0.30
0.89

OR/IRR
0.85
0.82
1.06
1.08
1.09
0.94
0.90
1.02

Table 4c. Duration of Neutral Clip Sent
Variable

b

Std. Error

p

Recruitment method

-0.19

.08

0.02*

OR/IRR
0.83

NTT

-0.19

0.09

0.04*

0.83

Interpersonal-affective

0.02

0.14

0.89

1.02

Impulsive-antisocial

0.14

0.12

0.26

1.15

NTT* Interpersonal-affective

0.30

0.14

0.03*

1.35

NTT* Impulsive-antisocial

-0.09

0.14

0.50

0.91

Interpersonal-affective * Impulsive-antisocial

-0.12

0.10

0.20

0.89

NTT* Interpersonal-affective * Impulsive-antisocial

0.23

0.10

0.02*

1.26

b

Std. Error

p

Recruitment method

-0.16

.11

0.14

OR/IRR
0.85

Interpersonal-affective

0.42

0.15

0.004**

1.52

Impulsive-antisocial

-.01

0.16

0.97

0.99

Interpersonal-affective * Impulsive-antisocial

0.18

0.08

0.03*

1.20

b

Std. Error

p

Recruitment method

-0.22

0.11

0.06

OR/IRR
0.80

Interpersonal-affective

0.02

0.16

0.90

1.02

Impulsive-antisocial

0.16

0.14

0.25

1.17

-0.14

0.11

0.21

0.87

Split by NTT condition
Winning cases only (n=66)
Variable

Losing cases only (n=73)
Variable

Interpersonal-affective * Impulsive-antisocial
*p<.05, **p<.01; NTT = Number Tracking Task
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Table 5. Duration of Sexually Explicit Clip Sent (without AQ)
Variable
NTT
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
NTT* Interpersonal-affective
NTT*Impulsive-antisocial
Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial
NTT*Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial
Split by NTT condition
Winning cases only (n=66)
Variable
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial

b

Std. Error

-0.28
-0.07
0.30
0.91
-0.12
-0.16
0.00

b

Interpersonal-affective * Impulsive-antisocial
Losing cases only (n=73)
Variable
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
Interpersonal-affective * Impulsive-antisocial

p

0.76
0.93
1.34
2.48
0.88
0.85
1.00

OR/IRR

0.13
0.45

0.00**
0.65

2.51
1.08

-0.12

0.09

0.18

0.89

b
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Std. Error

0.05
0.74
0.19
0.00**
0.57
0.24
0.98

OR/IRR

0.92
0.07

-0.24
1.01
-0.53

*p<.05, **p<.01

0.14
0.21
0.22
0.18
0.22
0.14
0.14

p

Std. Error

0.73
0.50
0.35

p

0.75
0.04*
0.18

OR/IRR

0.79
2.75
0.13

Table 6a. Duration of Sexually Explicit Clip Sent Separated by Racial Identity (White
Participants Only)
Variable
AQ Total score
NTT
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
NTT* Interpersonal-affective
NTT*Impulsive-antisocial
Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial
NTT*Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial
Split by NTT condition
Winning cases only (n=37)
Variable
AQ Total score
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial

b

Std. Error

-0.07
0.00
0.67
0.57
0.18
-0.28
-0.70
0.43

b

Interpersonal-affective * Impulsive-antisocial
Losing cases only (n=50)
Variable
AQ Total score
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
Interpersonal-affective * Impulsive-antisocial

0.67
0.98
0.00**
0.00**
0.36
0.14
0.00**
0.00**

p

OR/IRR

0.93
1.00
1.95
1.77
1.20
0.76
0.50
1.54

OR/IRR

0.16
0.15
0.13

0.00**
0.00**
0.42

1.68
1.99
0.90

-0.18

0.10

0.07

0.84

b
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Std. Error

p

0.52
0.69
-0.11

-0.19
0.76
0.55
-0.67

*p<.05, **p<.01

0.16
0.14
0.18
0.18
0.20
0.20
0.13
0.14

Std. Error

0.14
0.18
0.14
0.12

p

0.17
0.00**
0.00**
0.00**

OR/IRR

0.83
2.14
1.73
0.51

Table 6b. Duration of Sexually Explicit Clip Sent Separated by Racial Identity (Non-White
Participants Only)
Variable
AQ Total score
NTT
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
NTT* Interpersonal-affective
NTT*Impulsive-antisocial
Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial
NTT*Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial
Split by NTT condition
Winning cases only (n=27)
Variable
AQ Total score
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial

b

Std. Error

0.23
0.06
-0.66
0.48
1.04
-0.46
0.14
-0.54

b

Interpersonal-affective * Impulsive-antisocial
Losing cases only (n=23)
Variable
AQ Total score
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
Interpersonal-affective * Impulsive-antisocial

0.08
0.07
0.40
0.30
0.31
0.23
0.15
0.16

Std. Error

p

OR/IRR

0.00**
0.46
0.10
0.10
0.00**
0.04*
0.34
0.00**

p

OR/IRR

0.16
0.61
-0.12

0.06
0.17
0.12

0.01**
0.00**
0.32

-0.50

0.13

0.00**

b

Std. Error

0.64
-0.72
0.46
0.51

0.28
0.62
0.54
0.27

1.26
1.06
0.52
1.62
2.83
0.63
1.15
0.58

p

1.17
1.84
0.89
0.61

OR/IRR

0.03*
0.25
0.40
0.06

1.90
0.49
1.58
1.67

*p<.05, **p<.01

Table 7a. Ratio of Sexually Explicit Clip to Neutral Clip Duration > 1
Variable
Recruitment method
AQ Total score
NTT
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
NTT* Interpersonal-affective
NTT*Impulsive-antisocial
Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial
NTT*Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial

B

Std. Error

p

OR/IRR

-0.73

1.32

0.58

0.48

0.99

0.72

0.17

2.69

1.87

2.25

0.41

6.49

-1.12

1.31

0.4

0.33

1.42

1.03

0.17

4.14

4.41

2.29

0.06

82.27

-2.85

2.29

0.21

0.06

-0.24

0.87

0.78

0.79

0.83

1.55

0.59

2.29

*p<.05, **p<.01; NTT = Number Tracking Task; AQ = Aggression Questionnaire
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Table 7b. Ratio of Sexually Explicit Clip to Romantic Non-Explicit Clip Duration > 1
Variable
Recruitment method
AQ Total score
NTT
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
NTT* Interpersonal-affective
NTT*Impulsive-antisocial
Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial
NTT*Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial
Split by NTT condition
Winning cases only (n=66)
Variable
Recruitment method
AQ Total score
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial
Split by NTT condition
Losing cases only (n=73)
Variable
Recruitment method
AQ Total score
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial

B

Std. Error

p

OR/IRR

0.30

1.00

0.76

1.35

0.91

0.62

0.14

2.48

0.90

1.76

0.61

2.46

-1.01

1.24

0.42

0.36

1.31

0.99

0.18

3.71

3.85

1.85

0.04*

46.99

-2.81

1.80

0.12

0.06

-0.20

0.8

0.81

0.82

0.72

1.30

0.57

2.05

B

Std. Error

p

OR/IRR

0.8

1.36

0.56

2.23

0.43

0.66

0.52

1.54

2.69

1.32

.04*

14.73

-1.20

1.46

0.41

0.30

0.51

0.91

0.58

1.67

B

Std. Error

p

OR/IRR

-0.97

1.90

0.61

0.38

1.85

1.16

0.11

6.36

-1.35

1.34

0.31

0.26

1.34

1.06

0.21

3.82

-0.28

0.89

0.75

0.76

*p<.05, **p<.01; NTT = Number Tracking Task; AQ = Aggression Questionnaire

Table 7c. Ratio of Romantic Non-Explicit Clip to Neutral Clip Duration > 1
Variable
Recruitment method
AQ Total score
NTT
Interpersonal-affective
Impulsive-antisocial
NTT* Interpersonal-affective
NTT*Impulsive-antisocial
Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial
NTT*Interpersonal-affective*Impulsive-antisocial

B

Std. Error

p

OR/IRR

-1.56

1.55

0.31

0.21

0.89

1.58

0.57

2.44

-0.25

0.61

0.69

0.78

1.27

1.10

0.24

3.56

-0.48

0.88

0.59

0.62

0.6

1.78

0.73

1.82

0.81

1.88

0.67

2.25

0.16

0.47

0.73

1.17

-0.67

1.59

0.67

0.51

*p<.05, **p<.01; NTT = Number Tracking Task; AQ = Aggression Questionnaire; PDSS = Power and Dominance System
Scales
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Table 8a. Duration of Sexually Explicit Clip Sent (PDSS)
Variable
AQ Total score
NTT
PDSS Feeling powerful
PDSS Attention to power
PDSS Desire for power
NTT* Feeling powerful
NTT*Attention to power
NTT*Desire for power

b
0.44
-0.13
-0.38
0.22
-0.49
0.30
0.01
0.99

Std. Error
0.1
0.13
0.34
0.42
0.43
0.25
0.32
0.32

p
<0.001**
0.30
0.26
0.59
0.25
0.24
0.97
.002**

OR/IRR

Split by NTT condition
Winning cases only (n=66)
Variable
AQ Total score
PDSS Feeling powerful
PDSS Attention to power
PDSS Desire for power

b
0.40
0.09
0.15
0.71

Std. Error
0.09
0.14
0.18
0.18

p
<0.001**
0.54
0.42
<0.001**

OR/IRR

Split by NTT condition
Losing cases only (n=73)
Variable
AQ Total score
PDSS Feeling powerful
PDSS Attention to power
PDSS Desire for power

b
0.46
-0.75
0.58
-0.63

Std. Error
0.34
0.46
0.7
0.69

p
0.17
0.10
0.41
0.36

OR/IRR

1.55
0.88
0.68
1.25
0.61
1.35
1.01
2.69

1.49
1.09
1.16
2.03

1.58
0.47
1.79
0.53

*p<.05, **p<.01; NTT = Number Tracking Task; AQ = Aggression Questionnaire; PDSS = Power and Dominance System
Scales

Table 8b. Linear Regression of Duration of Romantic Non-Explicit Clip Sent (PDSS)
Variable
Recruitment method
NTT
PDSS Feeling powerful
PDSS Attention to power
PDSS Desire for power
NTT* Feeling powerful
NTT*Attention to power
NTT*Desire for power

b
-0.16
-0.2
-0.25
0.13
-0.02
0.17
-0.10
0.02

Std. Error
0.08
0.09
0.11
0.15
0.17
0.16
0.16
0.18

p
0.04*
0.02*
0.02*
0.39
0.93
0.30
0.54
0.92

*p<.05, **p<.01; NTT = Number Tracking Task; PDSS = Power and Dominance System Scales
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OR/IRR

0.85
0.82
0.78
1.14
0.98
1.19
0.90
1.02

Table 8c. Linear Regression of Duration of Neutral Clip Sent (PDSS)
Variable
Recruitment method
NTT
PDSS Feeling powerful
PDSS Attention to power
PDSS Desire for power
NTT* Feeling powerful
NTT*Attention to power
NTT*Desire for power

b
-0.23
-0.12
-0.29
0.12
0.01
0.16
-0.12
0.11

Std. Error
0.08
0.84
0.11
0.14
0.16
0.17
0.16
0.18

p
.002**
0.16
0.006**
0.38
0.97
0.34
0.45
0.53

OR/IRR

0.79
0.89
0.75
1.13
1.01
1.17
0.89
1.12

*p<.05, **p<.01; NTT = Number Tracking Task; PDSS = Power and Dominance System Scales

Table 9a. Duration of Sexually Explicit Clip Sent (MNRI)
Variable
AQ Total score
NTT
MNRI Total score
NTT*MNRI Total score

b
0.44
-0.13
-0.38
0.99

Std. Error
0.1
0.13
0.34
0.32

p
<0.001**
0.30
0.26
.002**

OR/IRR

1.55
0.88
0.68
2.69

*p<.05, **p<.01; NTT = Number Tracking Task; AQ = Aggression Questionnaire; MNRI = Masculine Role Norms Inventory,
Revised

Table 9b. Duration of Romantic Non-Explicit Clip Sent (MNRI)
Variable
Recruitment method
NTT
MNRI Total score
NTT*MNRI Total score

b
-0.16
-0.19
-0.04
0.07

Std. Error
0.08
0.08
0.11
0.11

p
0.03*
0.03*
0.69
0.56

OR/IRR

0.85
0.83
0.96
1.07

*p<.05, **p<.01; NTT = Number Tracking Task; MNRI = Masculine Role Norms Inventory, Revised

Table 9c. Duration of Neutral Clip Sent (MNRI)
Variable
Recruitment method
NTT
MNRI Total score
NTT*MNRI Total score

b
-0.23
-0.11
0.00
0.08

Std. Error
0.08
0.08
0.11
0.12

p
0.003**
0.18
0.99
0.50

OR/IRR

0.79
0.90
1.00
1.08

*p<.05, **p<.01; NTT = Number Tracking Task; MNRI = Masculine Role Norms Inventory, Revised
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